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CENED~OD-P 13 April 1993

MEMORANDUM THRU Chief, Natural Resource Management Branch /&
THRU Chief, Project Operations and Readiness Division#@“
FOR Director of Operations

SUBJECT: Environmental Compliance Assessment of North Hartland
Lake and Union Village Dam

1. Attached please find the Preliminary Findings Report of the
Environmental Compliance Assessment conducted at North Hartland
Lake and Union Village Dam, utilizing the Environmental Review
Guide for Operations (ERGO).

2. This compliance assessment was prepared by the NED ERGO Team,
Bruce Williams (NED-OD-P), Jim Law (NED-OD-P}, Mike Penko
(NED-PL-IA), Townsend Barker and Debbie Greason (NED-ED-WQ),

Jim Peck (NED-S0O), and Anne Laster (NED-RE).

3. Upon approval of the assessment, the Project Manager will be
tasked with development of an action plan to schedule and
prioritize resources to correct findings identified in the ERGO
assessment. In order that resources are programmed and dedicated
to correct these problems, recommend that remediation which can be
performed as routine maintenance work be completed within the next
3 years, other work should be programmed in the budget process for
completion within 5 years.

4. I recommend your approval for implementation.

A AT

R. B. WILLIAMS

Atch ERGC Program Manager

CMT 2

1. Environmental,Compliance‘Asseésment of North Hartland Lake and
Union Village Dam 1is approved é disapproved . for

implementation as stated.

C. WONG
Atch Director of Operations
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An environmental compliance assessment of North Hartland Lake
in North Hartland, Vermont, and Union Village Dam in East
Thetford, Vermont, was conducted by an interdisciplinary team
of Corps of Engineers environmental professionals on 4-5
November 1992.

The assessment was conducted as part of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers Environmental Review Guide for Operations (ERGO)
program. The ERGO program, developed by the U.S. Army
establishes the use of environmental compliance assessments
to ensure compliance with all applicable Federal, state,
local, Department of Defense (DoD), and U.S. Army
environmental laws and regulations.

An overall ERGO compliance assessment considers 12 major
environmental compliance categories. For each category,
Federal, state and local laws, DoD and U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers regulations, and good management practices are
reviewed. Overall both facilities were well maintained as
demonstrated by the lack of serious environmental
deficiencies.

The findings at North Hartland Lake (NHL) and Union Village
Dam (UVD) are as follows:
SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCIES: None (0)

(Problems that pose a direct & immediate threat to human
health, safety or to the environment)

MAJOR DEFICIENCIES: Four (4)

(Problems that require action and pose a threat to human
health, safety or to the environment)

MINOR DEFICIENCIES: Fifteen (15)

(Deficiency that is mostly administrative in nature. These
problems require monitoring or planning for future
mitigation)

MANAGEMENT PRACTICES: Twenty (20)
(Items noted are not specifically covered by laws or

regulations; however, they still reguire management
attention)



THE ERGO PROGRAM

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers initiated the Environmental
Review Guide for Operations (ERGO) program as a comprehensive .
self-evaluation and program management system for achieving,
maintaining, and monitoring compliance with environmental laws
and regulations at Corps of Engineers projects and facilities.
Objectives of the ERGO program are to:

1) Enhance Corps of Engineers environmental compliance
at federal, state, and local levels.

2) Improve Corps of Engineers environmental management.

3) Build supporting financial programs and budgets.

4) Assure supervisors their environmental programs
are being implemented effectively in accordance with
Corps of Engineers goals and objectives.

Periodic internal environmental compliance assessments have
been deemed necessary. These evaluations are designed to
assess environmental compliance and provide necessary feedback
to supervisors for organizing, directing, and controlling
environmental compliance and protection activities.

The Corps of Engineers ERGO program began with the creation of
a steering committee. Arrangements were made with the U.S
Army Construction Engineering Research Laboratory (USACERL) to
compile all relevant federal, Department of Defense, Army, and
Corps of Engineers regulations to produce the draft manual.

The ERGO manual of environmental compliance assessments was
pilot tested at various facilities in the Nashville District
in May 1990. The program was field tested at several projects
during FY 1991 and the manual was distributed as a final
draft.

In January 1991, the Chief, Operations, Construction and
Readiness Division (USACE), directed division and district
operations offices to formally designate Environmental
Compliance Coordinators (ECC’s). Because it is responsible
for the majority of USACE facilities, Operations Directorate
was tasked with the development and implementation of the ERGO
program.

New England Division’s ERGO program became operational in
August 1991. An ERGO assessment team was established by the
ECC in October 1991. The ERGO program manager scheduled 8
projects, including North Hartland Lake and Union Village Danm
for completion of environmental compliance.assessments in
FY-93,

1



ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES

The ERGO assessment of North Hartland Lake and Union Village
Dam was conducted by a 6 person team comprised of NED
personnel. The team followed a three phase approach. The
first phase was to obtain pre-assessment information
concerning its on-site activities (see Appendix A) and
research applicable federal, state and local environmental
regulations. This culminated in the development of
site/facility-specific categories.

The second phase involved the on-site portion of the
assessment. This involved an interview of project, district
and/or regional management and staff, followed by a facility
tour to obtain a general overview of facility operations.
Typically, the team member would interview project staff
responsible for a particular functional area, visually inspect
the operations, and verify that required written documentation
was in place. When possible, all deficiencies were reported
to facility personnel. The team concluded the on-site portion
of the assessment by briefing the project manager and staff to
apprise them of the review team’s preliminary findings.

The third phase involves developing the draft report and
developing an action plan for addressing outstanding
deficiencies. The evaluation of North Hartland Lake and Union
Village Dam followed the above procedures and covered the
elements set forth in the 12 ERGO compliance categories.

The assessment was conducted in accordance with the best
professional judgement of the ERGO team members. It should be
understood that the assessment is based on observations taken
over a short span of time relative to the period under review.
Efforts were directed toward reviewing major facets of
environmental performance in the period covered, and
therefore, it is important to recognize that this assessment
may not necessarily identify all potential problems.

Successful completion of the site-specific environmental
evaluation of North Hartland Lake and Union Village Dam was
dependant on complete disclosure of all information regarding
the operation and maintenance activities at the project.

It should be noted that failure of a facility manager to
provide complete or adequate information to the review team
does not relieve the facility manager of the responsibility
for compliance with environmental regulations.



ERGO PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

The Environmental Review Guide for Operations (ERGO) program
is intended to serve as the primary tool for conducting
environmental compliance evaluations at Corps of Engineer
projects and facilities. The objectives of the program are
to:

1) Compile applicable Federal and Engineering
Regulations associated with Corps of Englneers
operations and activities.

2) Synthesize environmental regulations, good
management practices, and risk management issues
into consistent and easy to use checklists.

3) Serve as a reference document for daily operations.

4) Serve as a standard for evaluation of environmental
compliance.
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DESCRIPTION OF REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

This section of the report presents a summary of findings in
those categories that are governed by engineering regulations,
engineering manuals, federal regulations, and state
regulations. Non-regulatory items, which are referred to in
this report as a management practices, are of a lower priority

but require attention to correct.

Deficiencies noted in this evaluation will include the
following information:

SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCY:

A problem categorized as significant requires immediate
attention. It poses, or has high likelihood of posing, a
direct and immediate threat to human health, safety, the
environment, or the installation mission.

MAJOR DEFICIENCY:

A problem categorized as major requires action, but not
necessarily immediate action. It has the potential to result
in a notice of violation from regulatory agencies. A major
deficiency may pose a threat to human health, safety or the
environment. .

MINOR DEFICIENCY:

A minor deficiency is mostly administrative in nature, even
though it might result in a notice of wviolation. It may also
be a temporary or occasional instance of noncompliance.

MANAGEMENT PRACTICE:

A management practice is not considered a deficiency because
it is not based on a specific regulatory requirement.
Although items noted may not be specifically covered by
regulation and are not assigned severity ratings, they still
require management attention.



SUMMARY OF DEFICIENCIES
for
NORTH HARTLAND LAKE AND UNION VILLAGE DAM

COMPLIANCE CATEGORY FINDINGS

SIG. MAJ. MIN. MGT.

Air Emissions

Cultural and Historic

Resources Management : 1
Hazardous Material 1 3 2
Management

Hazardous Waste 2
Management

Natural Resources 4 3
Management

Pesticide Management 2

Petroleum 0il and
Lubricant : 2
(POL) Management )

Solid Waste Management 1 2 7

Special Pollutants
Management 1 1 1
(Radon,Asbestos,
PCB’s,Noise)

Underground Storage
Tanks (UST) 1 1
Management

Wastewater Management

Water Quality Management 4

Totals 0 4 15 20




ATR EMISSIONS MANAGEMENT

FINDING: There were no air emissions findings at North Hartland
Lake or Union Village Dam.
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FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

EFFECT:

SOLUTION:

CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

Minor Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

Project has reconnaissance level cultural resources
survey. Additional studies are needed to evaluate
certain historic sites and areas having potential to
contain prehistoric sites.

Corps facilities are reguired to locate, inventory,
and nominate all properties that appear to qualify for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places
(16 USC 470, 36 CFR 800, ER 1130-2-438).

Project is not in full compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act. Cultural
resources may be at risk.

Conduct additional studies to determine if significant
historic or prehistoric sites are present.



FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

COMMENTS:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

COMMENTS :

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL MANAGEMENT

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

Not all relevant regulations, directives, and guidance
documents on hazardous materials are maintained at the
facility. ER-200-2-2

The following doc¢uments should be maintained and
updated: 29 CFR 1910, 40 CFR 302, 49 CFR 172, 173,
178, 179, NEPA, ER 500-1-1, EM 385~1-1, applicable
state/local regulations.

Copies of all relevant materials will be distributed to
the projects. Project Manager should maintain these
materials in an organized and accessible manner and
update as necessary.

Knowledge of regulations required to assure safe and
environmentally compatible handling of hazardous
materials.

" Major Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

Facility does not have a written 0il and Hazardous
Substance Contingency Plan for spill events. ER 1130~
2-434

Facility required to have plan which includes the
following items: designated storage areas; designated .
individual for spill response; periodic drills;
appropriate equipment to manage spill; emergency
medical procedures, hazard control materials; emergency
phone numbers; decontamination procedures.

Plans are being developed for all projects. They will
be included in the Federal Response Plan and the Flood
Emergency Plan.

Plan is necessary to insure that proper and timely
action is taken during spill events to minimize
environmental harm and insure public health and safety.



FINDING:

COMMENTS:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

Facility has MSDS sheets for each hazardous chemical
stored on site as required by 40 CFR 1910.1200 (q) (1)
and 1910.1200 (q)(8) Project Manager should continue
to 1ndependently obtain MSDS’s when purcha51ng
chemicals in the future.

Project Manager has done an excellent job of obtaining
MSDS’s to assure proper use of product and to mitigate
harmful effects.

Minor Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

VEC and Deweys Mills do not have MSDS sheets for each
hazardous chemical stored on site.

MSDS must be on file and accessible to workers on all
shifts in the workplace for each hazardous material
used or stored.

Project Manager should assure that both facilities
acquire and store MSDS in an orderly and highly visible
fashion.

Minor Deficiency (NHL)

Improper storage of flammable and combustible liguids
in the Quechee Gorge State Park office building.

Flammable and combustible. ligquids are required to be
stored in flammable storage cabinets that meet specific
Federal requirements. (29 CFR 1910.106(4) (5) (i)

Real Estate Directorate should advise the lessee to
obtain a flammable storage cabkinet and properly store
all materials.

Minor Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

1. 1Inside flammable/combustible storage room does not
meet certain specifications.
2. ©Storage room does not meet parameters for
ventilation and containment specified in 29
CFR.1910.106{d) (4)



CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

COMMENTS ¢

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

EFFECT:

SOLUTION:

1) Fire resistent walls, =ill or ramp separating
adjacent rooms

2) Liguid tight floor/wall joints

3) Self closing fire doors

4) NEPA approved electrical wiring

5) Suitable capacity exhaust system

6) Clear isles. (29 CFR 1910.106 (d)(4))

7) A raised sill or ramp must be provided to adjacent

rooms or buildings. Ventilation must provide for

six changes of per hour.

Project Manager should construct a liquid tight sill at
entrance of sufficient height to contain 110 % of the
capacity of the largest container. An exhaust fan of
sufficient capacity should be installed to avoid
buildup of chemical fumes.

1. 8ill will prevent spilled materials from migrating
to adjacent floor drain.

2. Present wind-driven ventilating hood exhaust system
does not provide sufficient air exchange. Poor
ventilation in the paint room creates an
unhealthful environment for team members.

3. The Flammable and Combustible Liquids code states
that the raised sills or ramps must be at least
4 inches {10 cm) in height to prevent flow of
liguids to the adjoining area. (4-5.7.4 Sec.b.)

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

FPacility has not coordinated with the local fire
department concerning types of hazardous chemicals used
at the facility, the areas used, and quantities used in
a given operation.

Review local coordination efforts with the local fire
department to insure the department is aware of areas
that are at high risk for chemical incidents.

Coordination may provide valuable information for fire
dept. personnel regarding methods of extinguishing the
blaze, maximizing personal safety, and

notification/evacuation of adjoining areas.

Project Manager should coordinate with fire department
as noted above.

10



FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

COMMENTS:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

EFFECT:

SOLUTION:

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

Not all relevant regulation, directives, and guidance
documents on hazardous wastes are maintained at the
facility.

The following documents should be maintained and
updated: CFR 260-271, 40 CFR 372, 49 CFR 172-179, NEPA,
state hazardous waste regulations, policy letters, ER
1130-2-434.

Copies of all relevant materials are being compiled and
will be distributed to the projects. Project Manager
should maintain these materials in an organized and
highly visible manner and update as required.

Failure to maintain updated regulations and guidance
could result in inappropriate handling of hazardous
materials, possibly resulting in environmental or
personal harm.

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

Projects lack a contingency plan for responding to
discovery of potential HTW contaminated sites.

A contingency plan outlining steps to follow upon
discovery of potential HTW contaminated sites should be

in place.

If proper steps are not taken to investigate potential
HTW sites, project personnel or the public could be
unnecessarily exposed to hazardous/toxic wastes.

A contingency plan for investigating potential HTW
contaminated sites should be developed. Project
Manager should have training necessary to implement the
plan.

11



FINDING:

CONDITION
CRITERTA:

SOLUTION:

CONDITION

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

2:

NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

Minor Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

Master Plan for all both projects is outdated and
does not reflect current development of natural or man-

made resources at this project.

ER 1130-2-435 section (10) (a) requires scheduling of
revision of master plans within 5 years of date of the
regulation, 30 December 1987.

Program resources to update Master Plans within next 5
years.

The Fish and Wildlife Management Plans (Appendix D to
the Master Plan) are outdated and do not emphasize the
maintenance and restoration of habitat favorable to the
production of indigenous fish and wildlife (5 year
management plans are dated March 1982 and expired March
1987).

Fish and wildlife plans must address the management of
all indigenous species and be based upon the following:

~ inventory of fish and game species
- inventory of endangered, threatened and other special
interest plant or animal species
- survey of non-game wildlife other than endangered
species
- Verify that fishing, hunting and trapping are
authorized and controlled in conformance with Federal
and state laws, local regulations and approved
management plans (ER 1105-2-50, para. 2-1).

1. Update the current Fish and Wildlife Management
plans to include and emphasize items mentioned
above.

2. Assure that State F&W management plans are kept
current and included into the Project plan.

12



CONDITION 3: The Forest Management Plans (Appendix B to the Master

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

Plan) are outdated and do not adequately address the
provisions for sustained production of timber and/or be
compatible with multiple use resource management
objectives. Five year management plans dated March
1982 expired March 1987.

The Forest Management Plans must be current and include
the following: (ER 1130-20400 para. 11(1)).

- volume inventories and conducted and kept current

- small volume (including firewood) sales are in
accordance with regulations

- harvesting and treatment

- sustain yield

- improve vegetation conditions

- control pests

- improve watersheds

- improve wildlife habitat

- complement natural beauty wvalues

The Forest Plans need to be revised and updated to
include provisions to address the resource management
objectives listed above.

Minor Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

Approved Project OMP (Operations Management Plan) has
not been developed in coordination with the planning,
real estate and safety elements of the project.

All Corps facilities are required to develop and
maintain a project operational managemental plan (OMP).
(ER 1130-2-400 para.6 and para.9 through 11 Appendix
B.)

1. Develop an OMP in accordance with ER 1130-2-400 and
assure that it addresses all operational projects
in the Master Plan (ER 1130-2-435).

2. Verify that the OMP has been approved by the
Division Commander.

3. Verify that the OMP is updated as required.

13



FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)
Wetlands at the projects have not been identified.

Wetlands should be identified and protected. all
activities in the wetlands are to be conducted in
accordance with state and federal regulations.

A wetlands survey should be conducted to identify and
delineate wetlands at both projects.

Minor Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

A detailed field survey to determine if any federal or
state listed threatened or endangered species occur in
the project area is lacking. Without such a survey,
the possibility that normal project operations may-harm
listed species cannot be ruled out.

The Federal Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1536)
prohibits actions which Jjeopardize the continued
existence of threatened or endangered species, or
destroy or adversely affect critical habitat of such
species. Similar protection is provided by the Vermont
Endangered Species Act. '

Program funds to conduct a survey of project area to
determine if any additional rare threatened and
endangered species are present. If any are found,
management plans for the species should be developed
and implemented.

14



FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

The existing Environmental Assessment/FONSI for
operation and maintenance activities does not
accurately address current conditions at the projects
and project impacts.

An updated Environmental Assessment describing existing
project conditions and impacts of project operation on
natural and cultural resources should be available.

Update Environmental Assessment/FONSI.

Management Practice (UVD)

There are no minimum release rates established at North
Hartland Dam during normal 'and/or low flow periods.

The project storage requirements were designed such
that all outflow be maintained equal to inflow during
non~flood periods. The project was not designed to
augment low flows. During flood periods, however, .
minimum releases are maintained between 10-15 cfs in an
effort to support downstream aguatic life in the
immediate proximity of the project without contributing
significantly to the downstream flood condition. At
this project, having only one discharge conduit, flows
are reduced to enable a safe inspection of the conduit.
Generally, some flow is passed downstream due to gate
leakage and time of closure is less than one hour,
thereby reducing downstream impacts.

Periodic Inspections and routine maintenance require,
at times, that discharge be reduced to allow safe
access to the outlet conduit for short durations (less
than one hour). These unavoidable flow conditions
should be gradually made to minimize stranding of
downstream aquatic life.

1. Planned (non—-emergency) closure schedules for
maintenance and inspection should be coordinated with
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the appropriate
State Fish and Game agency to ensure that critical
seasons which might impact agquatic life are avoided.

2. Periodic Inspection Project Manager should formally
contact the agencies listed above 30 days in advance of
scheduled maintenance and inspection to assure full
review and comment.
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COMMENT:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

COMMENT :

North Hartland Lake is operating under a minimum
release schedule developed in a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) with Vermont Electric Cooperative Hydroelectric
Generating (VEC) facility. The minimum releases are:
23 cfs from July through October and 40 cfs from
Novenmber through June. The State of Vermont Fisheries
Biologist participated in the development of the
subject MOA.

Minor Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

No survey of shoreline or land erosion at Projects
is available.

Measures shall be provided to control erosion damage to
land (ER 1130-2-~400 and EM 1110-1-400).

Survey Project lands for erosion, and implement a
shoreline and land erosion control plan.

VEC will be developing an inspection program in 1994 to
comply with the MOA.
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FINDING:

COMMENT:

PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT

Both North Hartland Lake and Union Village Dam are
participating in the Division Pest Management Program.
(ER 1130-2-413, para. 6.a.(2))

There is a 47 acre agricultural lease at Union Village
Dam. The lessee does not use pesticides, therefore
there is no documentation on file. According to
Project Manager, neither North Hartland Lake nor Union
Village Dam utilize any chemicals on the operation or
maintenance of these facilities. No need for
documentation to be inspected.
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FINDING:

CONDITION:

EFFECT:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

COMMENTS :

PETROLEUM OIL AND LUBRICANT (POL) MANAGEMENT

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

Facility has informal plan for recycling waste
petroleum products, i.e., waste oil is brought to waste
0il recovery facility.

1. Formal management plan is needed to assure that all
field staff are aware of good management practice.

2. Updated POL regulations are needed to assure that
management of POL is consistent with good health,
safety, and environmental practice.

Management of Recoverable and Waste Liguid Petroleum
plan has been prepared and adopted by Division
Engineer.

Although staff is treating recoverable waste products
in accordance with good management practices, no formal
plan is available. Formal plan is being prepared by
Division office and will be distributed to all field
offices.

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

The facility does not have ready access to a current
file of applicable federal, Corps, and state/local POL
regulations.

The following regulations should be maintained: 29 CFR
1910, 33 CFR 153, 40 CFR 110, 112, 40 CFR 266, EM 385-
1-1, EP 415-1-261, ER 500-1~1, appropriate state/local
regulations.

Copies of all relevant materials will be distributed to
the projects. Project Manager should maintain these
materials and update as necessary.

Knowledge of regulations needed to assure proper
handling of POL materials.
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FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

EFFECT:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

Major Deficiency (NHL)

Two burn areas are present at the project

(Photograph 1) where flood debris is collected and
burned. Both areas are located below the 100 year
flood stage elevation. One is within 25~50 feet of
North Hartland Lake. Material disposed at the dumps
consists largely of wood wastes collected by log boom.
The accumulation of substantial mounds of unburned
debris over the years has modified this area to an
extent that it now gualifies as a solid waste facility,
site, or activity and is consequently regulated by the
Vermont Solid Waste Management Rules.

Operation of uncertified solid waste management sites
is prohibited in Vermont (Section 6-302 of Vermont
Sclid Waste Management Rules). Disposal below 100 year
flood stage elevation is prohibited (Section 6-502).
The 1992 Federal Facilities Compliance Act reguires
federal agencies to fully comply with substantive and
administrative requirements of state and local solid
waste disposal regulations.

The dumps violate state law. Area is unsightly. [Note:
Disposal sites for stumps, brush and untreated wood
have "Categorical Certification" in Vermont provided
that certain conditions are met (see Section 6-309 of
Solid wWaste Management Rules). Some of these
conditions are not met, and site is therefore
uncertified. ]

Inform Vermont Solid Waste Management Division of
existing conditions at the project and work with them
to develop an acceptable waste management plan.

Management Practice (NHL)

Various items of guestionable utility are stored at an
ocutdoor storage area. These include an old "jungle
gym" (Photograph 3), old lumber, concrete block, pipe,
and the roof of a small shed.

Excess material should be stored in an orderly manner.
Items not likely to be of future use should be properly
disposed.
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SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

EFFECT:

SOLUTION:

Assess need for items stored at the site. Items not
likely to be of future use should be properly disposed.
Scrap metal should be recycled.

Management Practice (NHL)

A large number of tires left over from a CRREL research
project and other items, including discarded 55 gallon
barrels, were "stored" in an undesignated wooded area
(Photograph 4).

Excess materials should be stored in an orderly manner.
Items not likely to be of future use should be properly
disposed.

Assess need for the tires and other items at the site.
Properly dispose items not likely to be needed in the
future. Remove any items that are still needed from
woods and store in central storage area.

Minor Deficiency (UVD)

An uncertified open dump is present at the project
(Photograph 2). The site is located along the side of
a steep embankment and is within 100 feet of a
perennial steam (Avery Brook). Although material
disposed at the dump consists primarily of wood wastes
collected by log boom, miscellaneous metals items
(cable, trash cans, culverts,), tires, and other items
are also present.

Operation of uncertified solid waste management sites
is prohibited in Vermont (Section 6-302 of Vermont
Solid Waste Management Rules). The 1992 Federal
Facilities Compliance Act requires federal agencies to
fully comply with substantive and administrative
requirements of state and local solid waste disposal
regulations. '

The dump violates state law. Area is unsightly.
Inform Vermont Solid Waste Management Division of
existing conditions at the project. Develop a plan to

clean up site and properly dispose of wastes generated
at the project in the future.
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FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SCLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

EFFECT:

SOLUTION:

Management Practice (UVD).

Various items of guestionable utility are stored near
the open dump. These include creosote treated fence
posts, old culverts, cable, fencing, guard rails, and
concrete fence posts (Photographs 1 and 3).

Excess material should be stored in an orderly manner.
Items not likely to be of future use should be properly
disposed.

Assess need for items stored at the site. Items not
likely to be of future use should be properly disposed.
Scrap metal should be recycled.

Management Practice (UVD)

Sediments are dredged each year from near the intake
gates and stored for use as fill near open dump
(Photograph 4). Material has never been tested for
contaminants. Union Village reservoir sediments are
known to be contaminated with metals originating from
abandoned upstream copper mines.

Measures should be taken to assure that environmental
guality is maintained at Corps projects.

It would be prudent to test material dredged from the.

river for metals on at least one occasion prior to
disposal/use.

Management Practice (UVD)

Glass bottles, rusted tin cans, and other debris are
exposed at an old "farm dump" along the Ompompanoosuc.

Measures should be taken to protect the environment and
maintain public safety at Corps projects.

Broken bottles and rusted cans pose a safety hazard.
Area is unsightly.

Clean up or cap site. Coordinate plans with NED
Division archaeologist and state resource agencies.
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FINDING:

CONDITION:
CRITERIA;
EFFECT: -

SCLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

EFFECT:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

EFFECT:

SOLUTION:

Management Practice (UVD)

An old car body is present along Avery Brook
(Photograph 6).

Miscellaneous debris on project lands should be removed
and properly disposed.

The old car body is unsightly.
safety hazard.

Rusted edges pose a

Remove and properly dispose of the car body after
consultation with NED archaeclogist.

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

Project is not fully recycling glass, aluminum, and
plastic.

Solid wastes should be recycled to the maximum
practical extent. Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1966 and
Federal Facilities Compliance Act of 1992 requires full
Federal compliance with state and local solid waste
disposal laws.

Waste of resources and landfill space.

Develop and institute recycling program.

Minor Deficiency

(NHL, UVD)

Trash receptacles used in the recreation areas do not
have covers.

Trash receptacles should have functioning lids
(40 CFR 243.200-1(a) and EM 385-1-1).

Unsanitary conditions.

Provide trash receptacles with lids.
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SPECIAL POLLUTANT ~ PCB’S

FINDING: Neither North Hartland Lake nor Union Village Dam have
had a PCB spill, and do not have PCB transformers.
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FINDING:

SPECIAL POLLUTANTS MANAGEMENT - RADON

A complete radon survey was conducted at North Hartland
Lake and Union Village Dam to assess indoor levels of
radon in FY 91. All locations reported a level of
radon gas lower than 4.0 picoCuries/liter of air.
Results of testing are as follows:

LOCATION ] pCi/l

North Hartland Lake

Utility Building .90
Control Tower 2.00

Union Villagé Dam

CRITERIA:

COMMENT:

Utility Building 2.20
Control Tower 2.00
Control Tower 2.00

Areas sampled which test at 4.0 picoCuries/liter- or
lower require no further attention. Areas sampled
which test at 4.0 picoCuries/liter or higher reguire
long range testing and/or mitigation within 5 years.
Areas which test at 20.0 picoCuries/liter or higher
regquire immediate mitigation and retesting.

Radon survey program was conducted under the Army Radon
Reduction Program {(ARRP) administered by USAEHSC.
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SPECIAL POLLUTANTS MANAGEMENT, NOISE

FINDIﬁG: Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

CONDITION: A log is not maintained to log complaints on noises
produced by Corps of Engineer activities and
operations.

CRITERIA: 1) A single point of contact be identified to address
noise complaint.
2) This POC shall keep a written log of complaints on
noises produced by Corps of Engineer activities and
operations.

SOLUTION: 1) Establish a Noise Complaint Log
2) Identify POC for both projects

FINDING: Minor Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

CONDITION: A noise survey has not been conducted to identify
potential noise hazards and to determine adequate
personnel protection.

CRITERIA: Personnel shall not be exposed to 85 dB(a) or 140 dB
. impulse where engineering or administrative controls
are not instituted. (EM 385-1-40, Occupational Health,
EM 385-1-1, Safety Manual)

SOLUTION: Project Manager should contact the Safety and
Occupational Health Office to arrange to conduct noise
survey - Institute controls where needed.

EFFECT: 1) Gate House Generators should be evaluated.
2) Heavy Equipment should be evaluated.
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FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

COMMENT :

SPECIAL POLLUTANTS MANAGEMENT - ASBESTOS

Major Deficiency (NHL,UVD)

An asbestos survey of Corps facilities has not been
conducted.

All Corps facilities are requifed to conduct an
asbestos survey of all their facilities. (ER 200-2-2)

Conduct an asbestos survey at all facilities. In areas
where asbestos containing material (ACM) is suspected,
limited personal activity should take place until
survey 1is completed and results are known.

Safety and Occupational Health office is scheduling
asbestos surveys of all projects.
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FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

EFFECT:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

COMMENT:

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS (UST’s) MANAGEMENT

Management Practice (NHL,UVD)

Regulations pertaining to UST operation, maintenance &
closure were not available at the facility.

The following regulations should be maintained and’
updated at the project: ER 1130-2-434, 40 CFR 112.7,
40 CFR 280, appropriate state and local regulations.

Failure to maintain updated regulations could result in
deficient monitoring/upgrading of USTs, increasing the
likelihood of leakage.

Copies of all relevant materials will be distributed to
the projects. Project Manager should maintain these
materials in an organized and easily assessable manner
and updated as reqgquired.

Potential Major Deficiency (NHL)

It is unknown if the facility is abiding, or is
required to abide, by state UST regulations;
specifically the 750-gallon UST may require a permit
from the Vermont Department of Environmental
Conservation

Section 8-302, subchapter 3 of the Vermont regulations
requires owners of USTs (other than residential USTs or
USTs used strictly for heating) to obtain a permit from
the Vermont Dept of Environmental Conservation.

(ER 200-2-2, para.z0)

Tank is scheduled for replacement in FY-94., Office of
Counsel is making determination of whether or not the
Corps is required to obtain Vermont DEC UST permits.
The Project Manager will be advised as to what course
of action to take based on the results of this legal
decision.

Tank is used for both heating and the standby

generator. The latter use may give rise to the need
for the Corps to secure permits.
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WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (NHL)

Corps operated facilities at North Hartland Lake include the project
office and recreation area. Facilities operated by leaseholders
include Quechee State Park, and two hydroelectric dams - Dewey’s
Mills dam and the Vermont Electric Corporation dam. Wastewater is
generated at the project office and recreation area, and at various
locations in Quechee State Park. No sanitary wastewater is
generated at the hydropower projects.

Disposal of this wastewater is accomplished on-site through
independent treatment systems. Wastewater at the project office is
discharged to a 700-gallon septic tank and on to a leach field.
This system was installed in 1958, and was last pumped in 1989.
Prior to pumping, the pipes had become clogged with sediment and
roots from willow trees growing above the leach field. These trees
were removed and pipes cleared as part of the 1989 contract. The
project office has garage bays with floor drains, which also
discharge to the septic system. Although the new Vermont Land Use
Act (Act 250) prohibits vehicle maintenance floor drains in new
facilities, these drains are not currently regulated in existing
buildings. Since regulation is probable in the future, project
personnel should keep abreast -of forthcoming requirements.

Wastewater from the recreation area is disposed of in a 3,000-gallon
septic tank and raised leach field installed in 1986. This tank was
also pumped out 3 years ago under the same contract as above.

No physical inspection of the septic tanks was conducted during the
ERGO site visit, but project personnel indicated they have had no
problems with either system, aside from the clogged pipes at the
project office.

Generation of wastewater at Quechee State Park is from the ranger
guarters, two restrooms, and a sanitary dump station. Each
different facility has an independent septic system resulting in
four for the park. A 500-gallon septic tank and leach field
installed in 1973 are located at the ranger quarters on Dewey’s Mill
Road. Restrooms 1 and 2, located in the campground, have two
independent septic tank and leach field systems. Restroom 1 has a
2,000-gallon tank installed in 1973, while restroom 2 has a 3,000-
gallon tank installed in 1989. The sanitary dump station is used by
campers to dispose of trailer septic waste. This station discharges
to its own 750 gallon septic tank and leach field which also was
installed in 1973. The tanks are pumped every 3 years. The tank at
the rangers quarters and restroom 1 were last pumped in 1991. The
dump station tank was last pumped in 1989, and restroom 2 tank has
not been pumped yet.
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The storm drain system at North Hartland Lake directs runoff from
the access roads and parking areas into the reservoir and
Ottauguechee River downstream from the dam. These storm sewers do
not receive any industrial, sanitary, or agricultural waste or
runoff, and therefore, do not require a permit under the NPDES
program.

POINT SOURCE DISCHARGES (NHL)

There are no point source discharges or discharges to public
wastewater treatment facilities at North Hartland Lake.

The NPDES permit requirement under 32 CFR 650.66 does not extend to
discharges from separate storm sewers except where storm sewers
receive industrial, municipal, and agricultural wastes or runoff, or
where storm runoff has been identified by EPA’s Regional
Administrator, the State Water Pollution Control Agency or an
Interstate Agency as a significant contributor of pollution.

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (UVD)

Wastewater is generated at the project office and recreation area.
Disposal of this wastewater is accomplished onsite through two
independent treatment systems, one for each of the above areas.
Wastewater at the project office is discharged to a 1,000~gallon
septic tank, and then to a 6-foot diameter by 6-foot deep leaching
chamber. This system was installed in 1948. Wastewater from the
recreation area is disposed of in a 1,000-gallon septic tank and
leach field, which was installed in 1979. An abandoned septic
system is located near the project office which used to serve the
operator quarters. These guarters have been removed from the area,
and the septic system is no longer in use.

A site visit was made by the ERGO inspection team on 5 November
1992. Although no physical inspection of the septic tanks was
conducted during this visit, project personnel indicated they have
had no problems with the systems. Sludge is pumped from the tanks
when necessary. Pumping frequency for each system is about every 3
years, or sometimes longer.
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The storm drain system at Union Village Dam consists of drainage
ditches, culverts, and sewer lines which direct runoff from the
access roads and parking areas into the reservoir and Ompompanoosuc
River downstream from the dam. Since these storm sewers do not
receive any industrial, sanitary, or agricultural waste or runoff,
they do not require a permit under the NPDES program.

POINT SOURCE DISCHARGES (UVD)

There are no point source discharges or discharges to public
wastewater treatment facilities at Union Village Dam.

The NPDES permit reguirement under 32 CFR 650.66 does not extend to
discharges from separate storm sewers except where storm sewers
receive industrial, municipal, and agricultural wastes or runoff, or
where storm runoff has been identified by EPA’s Regional
Administrator, the State Water Pollution Control Agency or an
Interstate Agency as a significant contributor of pollution.
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WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT

POTABLE WATER PROGRAM (NHL)

Drinking water is supplied to the project office, comfort station,
and recreation area at North Hartland Lake by one well, located
about 1,500 feet southeast of the project office along the access
road. It was installed in 1958, is approximately 225 feet deep, and
rated at about 8 gpm. Even though this well is operated throughout
the year, it is designated a transient noncommunity well since it
serves more than 25 people but not the same population for at least
60 days a year.

The New England Division Environmental Laboratory monitors water
quality for the well at North Hartland Lake. NED uses this
laboratory to sample and test drinking water at all of its wells.
This lab is not certified by the State of Vermont, but is certified
by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. This is in compliance with
Vermont regulations, since the State presently requires out-of-state
laboratories monitoring public water supply wells in Vermont to be
certified in the state where the laboratory is located. Monitoring
results should be forwarded to the Vermont Water Supply Division for
compliance. Required monitoring includes yearly sampling of fecal
coliform and nitrates/nitrites. The Corps-maintained well at North
Hartland is currently sampled at least quarterly by the NED lab
during the months in operation.

There is only one water supply well at Quechee State Park, which is
425 feet deep and pumps at a rate of about 20 gpm. This well is
located in the campground and supplies drinking water to the
campground’s restrooms and to the ranger quarters. The ranger
guarters original drinking water supply was a nearby spring, but
this has been abandoned as water is now piped in from the
canpground.

No water supply wells are located at either of the privately

operated hydropower facilities in the North Hartland Lake reservoir
area. Deficiencies are as follows:

FINDING: Minor Deficiency (NHL)
CONDITION: The well at North Hartland Lake’s project office is a

public water supply which is being operated without
operator certification.
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CRITERIA:

SOLUTION:

FINDING:

CONDITION:

CRITERIA:

SOLUTTION:

‘Under 40 CFR 142,10 (adopted under provisions of the

Safe Drinking Water Act - Public Law 93-523), a State
has primary enforcement responsibility for public water
systems. The Vermont Department of Environmental
Conservation, Water Supply Division requires public
water supply well operators to be certified in
accordance with the Vermont Water Supply Rule, Chapter
21-12.

Apply to the Water Supply Division for water system
operator certification (without examination). Point of
contact is Robert Millham, Compliance Coordinator,
whose phone number is (802) 244~ 1562. Real Estate
Directorate should also ensure the Department of
Forests, Parks and Recreation complies with this
criteria for the well at Quechee State Park.

Minor Deficiency (NHL)

Results of routine monitoring of potable water sources
at North Hartland Lake are to be reported to the State
within 24 hours.

Prompt reporting of potable water monitoring results is
regquired under provisions of the Safe Drinking Water
Act - Public Law 93-523.

1. Once water supply operator certification is
obtained, sampling and testing results of routine
monitoring performed by the NED Environmental
Laboratory shall be reported to the State within a 24-
hour period. Reporting requirements include one fecal
coliform and one nitrate/nitrite sample a vyear.
Include the operator certification identification
number assigned by the State. Point of contact is
Robert Millham at the Water Supply Division who can be
reached at (802) 244- 1562.

2. Real Estate Directorate should also ensure that the
Department of Forests, Parks and Recreation complies
with this criteria for the well at Quechee State Park
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BEACH WATER QUALITY MONITCRING PROGRAM (NHL)

Waters at North Hartland Lake are designated as class B, which are
suitable for drinking water supply after disinfection, fishing,
swimming, and all other water uses. The Corps monitors water
quality at one unofficial swimming area located just upstream from
the dam near the boat launch at North Hartland Lake.NED monitors
this swimming area in accordance with water quality standards for
class B fishable/swimmable waters based on E. coli coliform.

RESERVOIR WATER QUALITY PROGRAM (NHL)

The NED reservoir water guality management program at North Hartland
" Lake has multiple goals. Its primary purpose is to protect public
health and safety, but additional goals include meeting State water
gquality standards, maintaining water quality suitable for all
project purposes, and understanding the effects of project
operations on water guality. NED‘s Water Quality Team meets as
needed during the year to determine needs at each project and carry
out the annual program. :

Although water quality management is not a defined purpose at any
project operated and maintained by NED, the Corps has a strong
interest in water quality. Executive Order 11752, "Prevention,
Control, and Abatement of Environmental Pellution at Federal
Facilities," 19 December 1973, makes it a stated national policy
that the Federal Government, in the design, construction,
management, operation, and maintenance of its facilities, shall
provide leadership in the nationwide effort to protect and enhance
the gquality of air, water, and land resources. Section 102b of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 places
responsibility with EPA for determination of the need for, the value
of, and the impact of storage for water quality control in any
reservoir project not in a construction status as of 18 October
1972. The responsibility for water quality at our projects,
however, clearly rests with the Corps since it is an integral part
of water control management activities (reference ER 1130-2-334,
dated April 1986, and ER 1130-2~-415, dated October 1976).
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POTABLE WATER PROGRAM (UVD)

Twe wells are used for water supply at Union Village Dam. Well 1,
located southeast of the project office, was installed in 1948 to a
depth of about 168 feet. Well 2, drilled more recently in 1979, is
located about 80 feet north of the recreation area restroom
building, and is believed to be about 120 feet deep. Well 1 is
considered a private water system by the State of Vermont, since it
serves less than 25 people. The other, however, is designated a
transient noncommunity well since it serves more than 25 people but
not the same population, for at least 60 days a year.

The New England Division Environmental Laboratory monitors water
guality for each well at Union Village Dam. NED uses this
laboratory to sample and test drinking water at all of its wells.
This lab is not certified by the State of Vermont, but is certified
by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. This is in compliance with
Vermont regulations, since the State presently requires out-of-state
laboratories monitoring public water supply wells in Vermont, be
certified in the state where the laboratory is located. Monitoring
results should be forwarded to the Vermont Department of
Environmental Conservation, Water Supply Division for compliance.
Required monitoring includes yearly sampling of fecal coliform and
nitrates/nitrites. Both wells at Union Village Dam are sampled at
least quarterly by the NED lab during the months in operation.
Deficiencies are as follows: ' _

FINDING: Minor Deficiency (UVD)

CONDITION: Well 2 at Union Village Dam is a public water supply
: which is being operated without operator certification.

CRITERIA: Under 40 CFR 142.10 (adopted under provisions of the
Safe Drinking Water Act -Public Law 93~ 523), a State
has primary enforcement responsibility for public water
systems. Vermont Department of Environmental
Conservation, Water Supply Division requires public
water supply well operators to be certified in
accordance with the Vermont Water Supply Rule, Chapter

21-12.
SOLUTION: Apply to the Water Supply Division for water system
operator certification (without examination). Point of

contact is Robert Millham, Compliance Coordinator,
whose phone number is (802) 244-1562.
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FINDING: Minor Deficiency (UVD)

CONDITION: Results of routine monitoring of potable water sources
at Union Village Dam are to be reported to the State
within 24 hours.

CRITERIA: Prompt reporting of potable water monitoring results is
reguired under provisions of the Safe Drinking Water
Act - Public Law 93-523.

SOLUTION: Once water supply operator certification is obtained,
sampling and testing results of routine monitoring
performed by the NED Environmental Laboratory shall be
reported to the State within a 24-hour period.
Reporting requirements include one fecal cecliform and
one nitrate/nitrite sample a year. Include the
operator certification identification number assigned
by the State. Point of contact is Robert Millham at the

" Water Supply Division who can be reached at (802)
- 244-~1562. ' ' T

BEEACH WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM (UVD)

Waters at Union Village Dam are designated as class B, which are
suitable for drinking water supply after disinfection, fishing,
swimming, and all other water uses.

The Corps monitors water quality at three unofficial swimming areas
in the reservoir area at Union Village Dam.

NED monitors these swimming areas at Union Village Dam in accordance
with water guality standards for class B fishable/swimmable waters
based on E. coli coliform.

RESFERVOIR WATER QUALITY PROGRAM (UVD)

The NED reservoir water quality management program at Union Village
Dam has multiple goals. Its primary purpose is to protect public
health and safety, but additional goals include meeting State water
guality standards, maintaining water guality suitable for all
project purposes, and understanding the effects of project
operations on water quality. NED’s Water Quality Team meets as
needed during the year to determine needs at each project and carry
out the annual progran.
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Although water quality management is not a defined purpose at any
project operated and maintained by NED, the Corps has a strong
interest in water quality. Executive Order 11752, "Prevention,
-Control, and Abatement of Environmental Pollution at Federal
Facilities," 19 December 1973, makes it a stated national policy
that the Federal Government, in the design, construction,
management, operation, and maintenance of its facilities, shall
provide leadership in the nationwide effort to protect and enhance
the quality of air, water, and land resources. Section 102b of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 places
responsibility with EPA for determination of the need for, the value
of, and the impact of storage for water quality contrel in any
reservoir project not in a construction status as of 18 October
1972. The responsibility for water quality at our projects,
however, clearly rests with the Corps since it is an integral part
of water control management activities (reference ER 1130-2-334,
dated April 1986, and ER 1130-2-415, dated October 1976).
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N

ERGO

Environmental Review Guide for Operations

PRE-ASSESSMENT ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire will provide background information necessary to plan and conduct an environmental

compliance assessment.

Nallle d’ Facility: - S AP /’I"((-. s e A

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION
SECTION 1, Air Emissions Management:

1. Does facility operate a fuel burner {central steam plant, or hot water
or hot water steam boiler)?

2. Does facility operate an incinerator?

3. Does facility dispense, store, or transfer gasoline?

4. Does facility have volatile organic compounds (VOCs)(generally, but not
exclusively, found in solvents)?

5. Does facility have fugitive emissions from volatile hazardous air pollutant
(VHAP) equipment?

6. Does facility use VOC-based solvent degreasers?

RESPONSE  REFERENCE

e

~J

L]

I YES see
ERGO items 1-4
through 1-15.

I YES see
ERGO items 1-

16 through 1-18.

If YES see
ERGO items 1-
19 through 1-23.

I YES see
ERGO items 1-
24 through 1-28.

If YES see
ERGO items 1-

29 through 1-35.

¥ YES see
ERGO item 1-
36.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

RESPONSE
SECTION 2, Cultural and Historic Resources Management:
1. Does the facility have any properties under its jurisdiction? \/ .
2. Does the facility have cultural resources? List the facility’s
cultural resources below: y,
i ' 5 :".; .~ 4: St /'-’- & 5 ::-_j -L
LT ‘ Ll / Lo 0 . /‘,—:-gé.z-we‘u,-—
P S S S Sy P e 7
a. Are the facility’s master plan_or operational management plan {OMP)
public documents? l//
3. Does the facility have an operational project? . /
4. Does the facility have any Native American graves or artifacts, or
have any been discovered during an operation?
: ~ ".
5. Does the facility have an archeological or historical collection? ‘
A

XXvi

REFERENCE

I YES see
FRGO items 2-4

. through2-10.

If YES see
ERGO items 2-
11 through 2-14.

If YES see
ERGO item 2-
13.

If YES see
ERGO item 2-
15.

If YES see
ERGO item 2-
16,

If YES see
ERGO items 2-
17 through 2-28,

—



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE
SECTION 3, Hazardous Materials Management:

1. Does the facility store any hazardous materials? ‘

. 2. Have there been any releases of hazardous substances at the
facility?

3. Are there any extremely hazardous substances at the facility?

. 4. Does the facility: IHave extremely hazardous substances in excess of
500 1bs or the threshold planning quantity (see appendix III-1); have
hazardous chemicals in excess of 10,000 Ibs; or fall under Standard
Industrial Classification Codes 20 to 367

5. Does the facility store compressed gases, flammable/combustibies, or
acids? .

6. Does the facility transport hazardous material, or offer such
materials for transport?

xxvii

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 3-3
through.3-8.

If YES sece
FRGO items 3-9
through 3-11,

If YES see
ERGO item 3-12
and 3-13.

If YES see
ERGO ttem 3-12
and 3-13.

If YES see
FRGO items 3-
14 through 3-27.

If YES see
FRGO items 3-
28 through 3-31.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE
SECTION 4, Hazardous Waste Management:

1. Is facility a generator of hazardous waste?

a. Is facility a small quantity generator?

b. Is facility a very small quantity generator?

VLN
a ~ Ty

Complete this section before proceeding.

REFERENCE

If YES see
FRGO items 4-8
through 4-15.

I YES sec
ERGO items 4-
16 through 4-18.

I YES see
FRGO item 4-
19.

Any waste which is not excepted, which is listed in 40 CFR 261, or which exhibits the following

characteristics is a hazardous waste:

& Iognitability (flash point <140 F)

 or Corrosivity (pH <2 or >12.5)

¢ or TCLP Texicity (for AsBa,Cd,Cr.FbHe, Se Ag, and selected pesticides.
® or Reactive. (or CN)

"The following are hazardous wastes that may typically be found at a Corps facility:

CHECK JF USED AT THIS FACILITY Vol Gen/mo Vol Accum
b, Kg. Ib. Ke.
- * Solvents — _ Q ——
__ Liquid Paint — _— e _
___ Paint stripper, remover, or thinner — - e —
——  Spray paint booth éir ’ﬁlte:rs —_ _ — _—

— Pesticides, Insecticides, Herbicides, etc.
_ NBC filters and test kits
_— DS2 (diethlene triamine)

—_ STB (super topical bleach)

KXviil

e



—_ Battery acid & Caustics (in unserviceable batteries) —

_ Some pharmaceuticals —

——  POL Tank Farm fuel system filters

- De-icing solution ' —

—_ Printing ink, ink solvents and cleaners

—_— Absorbent materials and soil contaminated
with hazardous waste

— Oher, - I S

—_ Other —

— Orher -

TOTAL ' .

* e.g., Trichlorethane, Methylene, chloride, Tetrachloroethylene, 1,1,1

Ordnance, ammunition, explosives & residnes .

Trichloroethane,

Carbon Tetra-

chloride, Chlorinated Fluorocarbons, Toluene, MEK, Break-free in liquid form, Mineral Spirits, Xylene

/

USEPA Generator Designation: J Unregulated —_ Small Qty

QUESTION/DESCRIFTION

2. Does facility export/import hazardous waste from/to the United
States?

3. Does facility transport hazardous waste?

4. Does facility have a treatment, storage, or disposal facility (TSDF)?

xxix

__ Large Qy

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

I YES see
EFRGO items 4-
23 through 4-31.

If YES see
FRGO items 4-
32 through 4-37,

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
38 through 4-74.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE

a. Does the TSD facility receive waste from a foreign source?
b. Does facility receive waste from off-site sources?

¢. Does facility handle ignitable, reactive, or incompatible wastes?

5. Does facility have hazardous waste containers? L
A
/
6. Does facility store hazardous wastes in tanks? .
N
7. Does facility use surface impoundment as a means of treatment, storage,
or disposal of hazardous wastes?
4’.» .
8. Does facility have waste piles?
1\.. ¢
9. Does facility have land treatment of hazardous waste?
RS
10. Does facility have hazardous waste in landfilis? _
S

XXX

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO item 4-
42,

If YES see
ERGQO items 4-
46 and 4-47.

If YES see
ERGO item 4-65
and 4-67.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
75 through 4-86.

I YES see
ERGO items 4-
87 through 4-
101.

I YES see
FRGQO items 4-
102 through 4-
110, '

If YES see
FRGO items 4-
111 through 4-
118.

If YES see
FRGO items 4-
119 through 4-
126.

If YES sec
FRGO items 4-
127 through 4-
137.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

11. Does facility incinerate hazardous waste?

12. Dioes facifity dispose of hazardous waste in miscellaneous units?

13. Does facility have thermal treatment facilities?

14. Does facility have chemical, physical, or biological treatment facilities?

15. Docs facility have restricted wastes?

SECTION 5, Natural Resources Management:

1. Does facility have any construction projects?

2. Does facility have land management responsibilities?

3. Does facility have floodplains or wetlands?

4. Does facility contain a shoreline?

XXXi

RESPONSE

41'2’

REFERENCE

I YES see
ERGQO items 4-
138 through 4-
147.

If YES see
EFRGO items 4-
148 and 4-149.

If YES see
FRGQO items 4-
150 through 4-
152.

If YES see
FRGO items 4-
153 through 4-
155.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
156 through 4-
168.

If YES see
FRGO item 5-4.

I YES see
FRGO items 5-7
and 5-8.

If YES see
FRGO itern 5-9.

If YES see
FRGO item 5-
12.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

5. Does facility have endangered or threatened species?

SECTION 6, Pesticides Management:

1. Do facility personnel engage in the application of pesticides?

2. Does facility store, mix, or formulate pesticides?

a. Does facility storefuse pesticides classified highly toxic or
moderately toxic (bearing DANGER, POISON, WARNING, or the skull and
crossbones symbol)?

3. Does facility dispose of pesticides?

XxXxit

RESPONSE

At

REFERENCE

If YES see
FRGO items 5-
13 and 5-14.

If YES see
FRGO items 6-7
through 6-16.

If YES see
ERGO items 6-
17 through 6-28.

If YES see
ERGO items 6-
20 through 6-27.

K YES see
ERGO items 6-
29 through 6-33.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION ' RESPONSE
SECTION 7, Petroleum, Oil and Lubricant (POL) Management:

1. Does the facility store, transport, or dispensel, petroleurn products?

2. Have there been any discharges of oil at the facility?

3. Does the facility have any bulk storage tanks over 660 gallons?

4. Does the facility use dikes as a means of containment for petroleun -
storage tanks?

5. Does the facility have any pipelines?

6. Does the facility sell used oil?

SECTION 8, Solid Waste Management:

1. Does the facility collect or store solid waste on'site?

2. All Corps facilities must should recycle and reduce solid waste.

Xxxiii

REFERENCE

H YES see
ERGO items 7-5
through 7-12.

I YES see
ERGO items 7-
13 through 7-14.,

¥ YES, see
EFRGO item 7-
16.

)

If YES see
ERGO items 7-
17 and 7-18.

I YES see
ERGO items 7-
20 through 7-22.

If YES, see
FRGO item 7-
23,

If YES, see
ERGO items 8-4
through 8-12.

See ERGO ijtem
813,



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

a. Does facility have over 100 office workers?

b. Do more than 500 families reside at the facility?

¢. Does the facility generate waste corrugated containers?

3. Does facility have land disposal on site?

A T B T Ay

a. Does facility dispose of water treatment plant sludges?

b. Does facility dispose of incinerator or air pollution controt

residues?

¢. Does the facility accept special wastes?

4, Does the facility have a closure site?

5. Does the facility have a new landfill site?

6. Does facility have a thermal processing facility?

XXXIV

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

I YES see
ERGO item &
i4.

I YES see
FRGO item &
15.

If YES see
FRGO item &-
16.

If YES see
ERGO items 8-
17 through 8-31.

If YES see
ERGO 8-18.

If YES see
ERGO item 8-
19,

If YES see
FRGO item &
21.

If YES, sec
FRGO items 8-
32 and 8-33.

If YES, see
ERGO items &-
34 and 8-35.

If YES see
FRGO items 8-
36 through 8-49.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

7. Does the facility utilize resource recovery facilities?

a. If the facility does NOT utilize resource recovery -
facilities, a report must be filed with the Administrator explaining
the decision not to utilize.

SECTION 9, Special Pollutants Management:

1. Does facility have PCBs of any kind?

a, Does facility have a PCB waste landfill?

b. Does facility have PCB storage or disposal facilities?

2. Does facility have PCB transformers?

3, Has facility had a PCB spill?

4. Does facility have PCB Items (PCB-contaminated heat transfer or
hydraulic systems, electromagnets, switches, voltage regulators,
capacitors, circuit breakers, reclosers, or cables)?

5. Does facility use PCBs in research?

XXXV

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
FRGO items 8-
50 and 8-51.

See FRGO item
&850,

If YES, see
ERGO items 9-4
through 9-11.

I YES, see
FRGO item 9-
10.

If YES  see
FRGO item 9-
11.

If YES, see
ERGO items 9-
12 through 9-18.

I YES see
FRGQO item 9-
19,

If YES see
FRGO items 9-
20 through 9-23.

I YES see
ERGO item 9-
24,



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

6. Does facility store PCBs?
7. Does facility transport PCBs or PCB Items?
8. Does facility dispose of PCBs or PCB Items?

9. Does facility demolish, renovate, or strip components from
structures containing friable asbestos?

10. Does facility dispose, or transport for disposal, asbestos or
asbestos-containing waste?

11. Is facility located in an area with a potential radon problem?

et—

12. Does facility have any possible sources of noise pollution, or have a
noise hazardeus area?

SECTION 10, Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) Management:

1. Does facility have organ;zational fuel tanks?

2. Has facility repaired, or is it planning to repair, a UST?

xXxxvi

RESPONSE

L ':.}f_‘."—-*"

L

REFERENCE

I YES see
ERGO items 9-
25 through 9-29.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
30 and 9-31.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
32 through 9-41.

If YES see
FRGO items 9-
42 through 9-52.

I YES see
ERGO items 9-
53 through 9-57.

If YES see
FRGO items 9-
58 through 9-60.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
61 through 9-68.

¥ YES see
ERGO item 10-
5.

If YES see
ERGO item 10-
10.

R



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

3. Does facility have hazardous waste USTs?

4. Does facility have a deferred UST?

5. Does facility have a metallic UST?

6. Does facility have newly-instalied USTs (i.e., after May, 1986)?

7. Have facility USTs undergone a change of service, or closure?

8. Does facility have substandard USTs?

SECT ION-II, Wastewater Management:

1. Does facility have a floating plant?

2. Does facility have any point source discharges, or does facility have
domestic sewage treatment plants?

xxxvii

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

I YES see
EFRGO item 10-
19.

If YES see
ERGO item 10-
20.

If YES see
ERGO items
10-23 and 10-35.

I YES see

ERGO iterns
10-24  through
10-27.

¥ YES see

ERGO items
10-28  through
10-34.

If YES see
FRGQO item 10-
35,

If YES see
ERGO item 11-
4,

If YES see

ERGO items
11-5 through
11-8.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE

3. Does facility have storm water discharge not covered by a NPDES permit? 7

4. Dogs facility discharge to a privately-owned treatment works (POTW)?

5. Does facility have any personne] engaged in the operation of water pollution

control devices? .

6. Does facility have a wastewaler treatment plant? ;
s

7. Does facility have electroplating operations?

8. Does facility conduct or issue permits for dredging operations? .
27"

SECTION 12, Water Quality Management:

1. Does facility perform contaminant monitoring on its water supply?

2. Is facility located near a sole source aquifer? ?

xxxviil

REFERENCE

I YES see
ERGO item 11-

If YES see

ERGO itemns
11-10  through
11-12,

If YES see
ERGO item 11-
13.

If YES see
ERGO items
11-14 and 11-15.

If YES see
ERGO item 11-
16 through 11-
217.

I YES see

ERGO iterns
11-28  through
11-35.

If YES see

ERGO items
12-18  through
12-43.

If YES see
ERGQ item 12-
44.



ERGO

Environmental Review Guide for Operations

PRE-ASSESSMENT ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire will provide backgrouxl infaimation necessary 1o plan and conduct an environmental

compliance assessment.

Name of Facility: L e e
QUESTION/DESCRIP TION ‘ RESPONSE

SECTION 1, Air Emissions Management:

1. Does facility operate a fuel burner (central stean plart, or hot water
or hot water steam boiler)?

2. Does facility operate an inciuerator?

3. Does facility dispense, store, or transfer gasoline?

4. Does facility have volatile organic compounds (VOCs){generalty, but not
exclusively, found in solvenis)?

5. Does facility have fugitive emissions from volatile hazardous air pollutant
{(VHAP) equipment?

6. Does [acility use VOC-based solvent degreasers?

iXv

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 1-4
through 1-15,

I YES see
FRGO items 1-
16 through 1-18.

If YES see
ERGO items 1-
19 through 1-23.

i YES see
ERGO items 1-
24 through 1-28.

If  YES see
ERGO items 1-
29 througlh 1-35.

H YES sce
EFRGO item 1-
36.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION
SECTION 2, Cultural and Historie Resources Management:

1. Does the facility have any propertics under ils jurisdiction?

2. Does the facility have enltural resources? List the Tacility’s
cultural resources below:

a. Are the facility’s master plan or operations] management plan (OM1Y)

pablic documents?

3. Does the [acility have an operational project?

4. Does the {acilily have any Nalive Amcrican graves or artifacts, or
have any been discovered during an operation?

5. Does the facility have an archeological or historical collection?

xXxvi

RESPONSE

REFFRENCE

If YES sce
RGO ilems 2-4
through 2-10,

I  YES see
ERGO ilems 2-
11 thwough 2-14.

It YES see
PRGO jtem 2-
13.

W  YES  see
BERGQO ilem 2-
15.

If  YES see
ERGO item 2-
16.

Il YES see

. RGO items 2-

17 through 2-28.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE
v SECTION 3, lHlazardous Maferials Management:

1. Does the facility store any hazardous materials?

2. Have there been any releases of hazardous substances al the
facility?

3. Are there any extremely hazardous substances at the [acility?

™

4. Does the facility: Have extremely hazardous substances in excess of
500 1bs or the threshold planning quantity (soe appendix 11i-1); have
hazardous chemicals in excess of 10,000 lbs; or fall under Standard
Industrial Classification Codes 20 t0 397

5. Does the facility store compressed gases, (lammable/combustibles, or
“acids? :

6. Does the facility transport hazardous malerial, or offer such
materials for transport?

1

;

xxvii

REITERENCE

I YES see
RGO dems 3-5
through 3-8,

If YES see
ERGO jtems 3-9
through 3-11.

If YES see
ERGO ilem 3-12
and 3-13.

Il YES sce
RGO ilem 3-12
and 3-13.

I YES  see
RGO items 3-
14 through 3-27.

H YES see
ERGO ilems 3-
28 through 3-31.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION
SECTION 4, Hazardous Waste Management:

1. 1s facility a generator of hazardous waste?

a. Is facility a small quantity gencrator?

b, Is facility a very small quantity generator?

Complete this section belore proceeding.

Any waste which is not excepted, which is listed in 40 CFR 261, or which

characteristics is a hbazardous waslc:

# Jenitability (Mlash |)oiﬁl <140 I 4
® or Corrosivity (pH <2 or > 12.5)

® or TCLP Toxicity (for As,Ba,Cd,Cr P, g, Se,Ag, ard selected pesticides.

® or Reaclive. (or CN)

The following are hazardous wastes that may typically be found at a Corps facility: -

RESPONSE

CHECK 1¥7 USED AT THHS FACHITY Vol Gen/imo
1b. Kg.
— * Solvents — —
— Liquid I’aint

—_ Paint striipper, remover, or thinner

- Spray "paint booth air filiers

— Pesticides, Insecticides, Herbicides, clc.
—_ . NBC filiers and test kits

—  DS2 (diethlene triamine)

—  SYB (suyer topical bleach)

xxviit

REFERENCE

i) YES see
RGO Hems 4-8
through 4-15,

H YES sece
ERGO items 4-
16 tlnough 4-18.

If YES see
RGO item 4-
19.

exhibits the [ollowing

Vol Accim

It

Ke.



Ordnance, ammunition, explosives & residues

_ Battery acid & Caustics (in unserviceable batteries)
—_ Some pharmaceuticals

— POL Tank Farm fuel system filters

_ De-icing solution

- Printing ink, ink solvents and clcaners

- Absorbent materials and soil contaminated
with hazardous wasle

_— Oiher.

—_ Orher:

— Other.

TOTAL

' eg., Tiichiorethane, Mcthylene, chloride, Tetrachloroctbylene, 1,1,1

Trichioroethane, Carbon Tetra-

chloride, Chlorinated Muorocalxms, Toluene, MUK, Break-free in fiquid fom, Minerad Spirits, Xylene

! USEPA Generator Designation:  __ Unwegulated — Swall Qty

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION .

2. Does facility export/import hazardous waste from/to the Uniled -
States?

3. Does facility transport hazardous wasle?

4, Does facility have a treatment, storage, or disposal {acility (1SDI)?

N

Xxix

_ Lage Qly

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

I YES see
ERGO items 4-
23 through 4-31.

If YES see
ERGO jlems 4-
32 through 4-37.

If  YES sce
ERGO items 4-
38 through 4-74.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

a. Does the TSD facility receive waste [rom a [oreign sorce?

b. Does facility reccive waste [rom off-sile sources?

c. Does facility handle ignitable, reactive, or incomptible wastes?

5. Does facility have hazardous waste containers?

6. Does [acility store hazardous wasles in tanks?

7. Does facilily use surface impouwliient as a means of treatment, slorage,
or disposal of hazardous wastes?

8. Does facility have waste piles?

9. Does facility have land treatment of harardous waste?

10. Does facility hiave bazardous waste in tandlitis?

XXX

RIESPONSIE

REFERENCE

I YES sec
FRGO iem 4-
42.

Il YES see
ERGO ilems 4-
46 and 4-47.

Ir YIS see
FRGO ilem 4-65
and 4-67.-

If  YES sce
RGO items 4-
15 through 4-86.

I YES  see
FRGO ilems 4-
87 through 4-
101,

If  YES see
RGO ilems 4-
102 through 4-
110.

HI YES see
FRGO ilemns 4-

=111 through 4-

118.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
119 through 4-
126,

H YES see
RGO items 4-
127 through 4-
137.



QUESTION/DIISCRIP ITON RESPONSE  REFERENCE

11. Does facility incinerale hazardous waste?
. I YES sce
ERGO items 4-
138 through 4-
147,

12. Does facility dispose of hazardous waste in miscellancous units?
EAN I YES  sce
ERGO items 4-
148 and 4-149,

13. Does facility have thenmal treatment facilities? :
L Il YES see
ERGO items 4-
150 through 4-

152,
14. Does facility have chemical, physical, or biological treatment facilitics? .
z If  YES see
ERGO items 4-
153 through 4-
155.
15, Does {acility have restricted wasles? 7
. If YES see -
ERGO items 4-
156 througlh 4-
. ' 168.
SECTION 5, Natural Resources Munagement:
1. Does facility have any conslruction projects? _
AN Il YES see
RGO item 5-4.
2. Does facility have land management responsibilities? ;o
: Vi I YES  sce
* FRGO items 5-7
and 5-8.
3. Does facility have floodplains or wetlands? _
A Il YES sce
' RGO item 5-9.
4. Docs facility contain a shoreline?
: i AT It YES see
RGO item 5-
12.

xxxi



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION - RESPONSE REFERENCE

5. Does facility have endangered or thieatened species?

N ) YES  see
ERGO items 5-
13 and 5-14.

SECTION 6, Pesticides Management:

1. Do facility personnel engage in the application of pesticides?
I YES sec

ERGO items 6-7
through 6-16.

2. Does facility store, mix, or formulatc pesticides? .
e I  YES sec
RGO items 6-
17 through 6-28,

a. Does facility slore/use pesticides classified highly toxic or

moderalely toxic (bearing DANGER, POISOIN, WARNING, or the skull and
crossbones symbol)?

__.,/,' . [

o L ¥ YES see
’ RGO items 6-
20 through 6-27.

3. Does facility dispose of peslicides?
— I YES see
RGO ilems 6-
. 29 through 6-33.

XxXii



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION
SECTION 7, Petraeum, Oil and Lubricant ("OL) Management:

1. Does the facility store, transport, or dispense petroleum products?

2. Have there been any discharges of oil at the facility?

3. Does the facility have any bulk storage tanks over 660 gallons?

4, Does the f{acility use dikes as a means of containment for petroleum
storage tanks?

5. Does the facility have any pipelines?

6. Does the facility sell used oil?

SECTION 8, Solid Waste Management:

1. Does the facility collect or store solid waste on site?

2. All Corps facilities must should recycle and reduce solid waste,

Xxxiii

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
RGO items 7-5
through 7-12.

If YES see
RGO items 7-
13 through 7-14.

I YES, see
ERGO item 7-
16.

If YES see
ERGO items 7-
17 and 7-18.

H YES see

RGO items 7-
20 through 7-22.

If YES, see
ERGO item 7-
23.

If YES, see
LERGO ilems 8-4
{hrough 8-12.

See FRGO item
8-13.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

a. Does {acility have over 100 oflice workers?

b. Do more than 500 {families reside at the facility?

¢. Does the facility generate waste corrugaled containers?

3. Does facility have land disposal on site?

a. Docs facility dispose of water treatment plant sludges?

b. Does facility dispose of incinerator or air potlution control

residues?

¢. Does the facility accept special wastes?

4. Does the {acility have a closure sile?

5. Does the facility have a new landfill site?

6. Does facility have a thermal processing facility?

XRRIV

RIESPONSE

If YES see
FRGO item &-
14.

If YES see
FRGO item 8-
15.

If YES see
ERGC item 8-
16.

If YES see
ERGO items 8-
17 through 8-31.

If  YES sce
FRGO 8-18.

I YES see
FRGO item &-
19.

If YES see
FRGO item 8-
21.

I YES, see

' ERGO items 8-

32 and 8-33.

I YES, see
FRGO items &-
34 and 8-35.

If YES see
FRGO itlems 8-
36 through 8-49.

[



QUES TTON/DESCRIPTION

7. Does the facility utilize resource recovery facilitics?

a. If the facility does NOT utilize resource recovery
facilities, a report must be filed with the Administrator explaining
the decision not to ulilize.

- SECTION 9, Special Pollutants Management:

1. Does facility have PCBs of any kind?

a. Does facility have a PCB u;'asie landfill? - .7

b. Does facility have PCB storage or disposal {acilities?
2. Does facility -have PC_B_tmr.astnne'r.s':j'
3. Tas facility had a PCB spill?

4. Does facility bave PCB Items (I’CB-conlaminated heat transfer or
hydraulic systems, electromagnets, switches, voltage regulators,
capacitors, circuit breakers, reclosers, or cables)?

5. Does facility use PCBs in research?

XXXV

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

I YES see
FRGO items 8-
50 and 8-51.

See ERGO jtem
8-50.

If YES, see
FRGO items 9-4
through 9-11.

If YES, see
FRGQO item 9-
10,

If  YES, see
FRGO item™ 9-
11.

I YES, see
ERGO items 9-
12 through 9-18.

If YES see
FRGO item 9-
9.

H YES see
ERGO items 9-
20 through 9-23.

I YES see
RGO item 9-
24,



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

6. Does facility store PCBs?
7. Does facility transport PCBs or PCB ltems?
8. Does facility dispose of PCBs or PCB Items?

9. Does facility demolish, renovate, or strip components from
structures containing friable asbestos? ‘

10. Does facility dispose, or transpont for disposal, asbestos or
asbestos-containing waste?

11, Is facility located in an area with a potential radon problem?

12. Does facility have any possible sources of noise pollution, or have a
noise hazardous area? e R

Lo

e <

SECTION 16, Underground Storage Tanks (UST's) Management:

1. Does facility have organizational fuel tanks?

2. s iacility repaired, or is it planning to repair, a UST?

XXxvi

'RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
25 through 9-29.

If  YES see
FRGO items 9-
30 and 9-31.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
32 through 9-41.

If YES see
FRGO items 9-
42 through 9-52.

If YES sgee
EFRGQ items 9-
53 through 9-57.

I YES seec
FRGO ilems 9-
58 through 9-60.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-

= 61 through 9-68.

If YES see
ERGO item 10-
5.

If YES see
FRGO item 10-
10.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RIZSPONSE REIZRENCE

. 3. Does facility have hazardous waste UST's?

Z If  YES see
FRGO item 10-
19.

4. Does facility have a deferred UST? .
P I YES see
ERGO item 10-
20,

5. Does facility have a metallic UST? -

. I YES see
FRGO items
10-23 and 10-35.

6. Does facility have newly-installed USTs (i.¢., alter May, 1986)? _—
L If YES see

ERGO items
10-24  through
10-27.
7. Have facility USTs undergone a change of scrvice, or closure?
O ¥ YES sec
ERGO items
10-28  through
10-34.
8. Does facility have substandard USTs?
s If YES see
ERGO item 10-
a5,
SECTION 11, Wastewater Management:
1. Does facility have a floating plant?
L If YES see
4

2. Does facility have any point source discharges, or does facility have
domestic sewage trcatment plants?

a_’ké“ I YES sec

ERGO items
11-5 through
- 11-8.

xXxxvii



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION : RESPONSE  REFERENCE

3. Does facility have storm waler discharge not covered by a NPDES permi(?
I  YES see
FRGO ijtem 11-
9.

4. Does facility discharge (o a privately-owned treatment works (POTW)?
If  YES see
ERGO items
11-10  through

11-12.
5. Does facility have any personnel engaged in the operation of water pollution
control devices?
LT H YES see
ERGO item 11-
13,

6. Does facility have a wastewaier treatment phant? IR

I YES see
ERGO items
11-14 and 11-15.

7. Does facility have electroplating operations?
' If YES scc
ERGO item 11-
16 through 11-

27,
8. Does facility conduct or issuc permits for dredging operafions?
AT If YES sec
ERGO items
11-28  through
11-35.

SECTION 12, Water Qualify Management:

1. Does facility perfonn contaminant monitoring on its water supply? /
' If  YES  see
/ 1:RGO items
12-18  through
12-43.

2. Is facility located near a sole source aquifer?
- If YES sce
ERGO item 12-
44,

XXXVIH



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

3. Does facilily use surface water or ground water under the inflluence of
surface water for drinking water?

4, Does facility have recreational potable water sources?

5. Does {acility have swinuning beaches?

6. Does facility have swinuning pools?

7. Do facility’s walers support watercralt?

8. Is facility authorized to provide emergency drinking water?

Signature of individual completing this form: L

Date completed:

KXXIX

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items
12-45  through
48,

If  YES see
ERGO item 12-
49.

If YES see
FRGO item 12-
50.

If YES sec
EFRGO tilem 12-
51.

I YES see
ERGO items
12-52.

If YES sce
FRGO item 12-
53.



ERGO

Environmental Review Guide for Operations

PRE-ASSESSMENT ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire will provide background information necessary to plan and conduct an environmental

compliance assessment.

Name of Facility:_~ 7

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION ' _ RESPONSE
SECTION 1, Air Emissions Management:

1. Does facility operate a fuel bumer {central steam plant, or hot water
or hot water steam boiler)?

2. Does facility operale an incineralor?

3. Ixes facility dispense, store, or transfer gasoline?

4. Does facility have volatife organic compounds (VOCs)(generally, but not
exclusively, found in solvents)?

5. Does facility have fugitive emissions from volatile hazardous air pollutant
(VHAP) equipment?

6. Does facility use VOC-based solvent degreasers?

XXv

REFERENCE

I YES  see

FRGO items 1-4
through 1-15.

H YES see
ERGO items 1-
16 through 1-18.

If YES see
ERGO items 1-
19 through 1-23.

If  YES see
FRGO items 1-
24 through 1-28.

If YES see
FRGO ilems 1-
29 through 1-35.

I YES see
ERGO item 1-
36.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE
SECTION 2, Cultural and Historic Resources Management:

1. Does the facility have any properties under its jurisdiction?

2. Does the facility have cultural resources? List the facility’s
cultural resources below:

o

a. Are the facility’s master plan or operational management plan (OMP)
public documents?

3. Does the facility have an aperalional project?

4. Does the f{acility have any Native American graves or arlifacts, or
have any been discoverel during an operation?

5. Does the facility have an archicological or historical collection?

XXV

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO tfenis 2-4
throwgh 2-10,

I YES  see
RGO items 2-
11 through 2-14.

If YES see
ERGO item 2-
13.

If YES see
ERGO item 2-
15,

I  YES see
ERGO item 2-
16.

If  YES see

. FRGO items 2-

17 through 2-28.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

3. Does facility use surface water or ground water under the influence of
surface water for drinking water? h

4. Does facility have recreational potable water sources?

S. Does facility have swimming beaches?

6. Does facility have swimming pools?

7. Do facility’s waters support watercraft?

8. Is facility authorized to provide emergency drinking water?

/ * i{v. Yo l-,:":( "'

Signature of individual completing this form: B MRS

Date completed: Tl

XXXix

RESPONSE  REFERENCE

Y

If YES see
ERGO items
12-45  through
48.

I YES see
ERGO item 12-
49,

I YES ses
ERGO item 12-
50.

¥ YES see

. ERGO item 12-

51,

If YES see
ERGO items
12-52.

If YES see
ERGO item 12-
53.



ERGO

Environmental Review Guide for Operations

PRE-ASSESSMENT ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire will provide background information necessary to plan and conduct an environmental

compliance assessment.

Name of Facility:_[_:2 e S e

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION
SECTION 1, Air Emissions Management:

1. Does facility operate a fuel burner (central steamn plant, or hot water
or hot water stearn boiler)?

Got hoaY -

2. Does facility operate an incinerator?

3. Does facility dispense, store, or transfer gasoline?

4. Does facility have volatile organic compounds (VOCs)(generally, but not

exclusively, found in solvents)?

5. Does facility have fugitive emissions from volatile hazardous air pollutant
{(VHAP) equipment?

6. Does facility use VOC-based solvent degreasers?

~oy
y

RESPONSE

If YES see
ERGO items 1-4
through 1-15.

I YES see
EFRGO items 1-
16 through 1-18,

If YES see
ERGO items 1-

19 through 1-23.

If YES see
ERGO items 1-
24 through 1-28.

¥ YES see
ERGO items 1-
29 through 1-35.

If YES see
ERGO item 1-
36.



QUESTION/DESCRIFTION RESPONSE  REFERENCE
SECTION 2, Cultural and Historic Resources Management:

1. Does the facility have any properties under its jurisdicion?

.ﬂfz_» If YES see

ERGO items 2-4
through 2-10.
2. Does the facility have cultural reggces? List the facility’s
cultural resources below: o '
'{L/Qg-'? ‘ A0 If YES see
Ge /g?’“,aé? ERGO items 2-
11 through 2-14.
a. Are the facility’s master plan or operational management ptan (OMP)
public documents?
_L‘_)_/ﬁ If. YES see

ERGO item 2-
13.

3. Does the facility have an operational project?
' ¥ YES see
ERGO item 2-
15.

\E

4. Does the facility have any Native American graves or artifacts, or
have any been discovered during an operation?

k.

If YES see
ERGO item 2-
16,

5. Does the facility have an archeological or historical collection?

LD If YES see
ERGO items 2-
17 through 2-28.

xxvi



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE ~ REFERENCE

SECTION 3, Hazardous Materials Management:

1. Does the facility store any hazardous materials?
[ [ _ ' \4; S I YES see
(/ /a/@,’r G b el O i { S ERGO items 3-5
through 3-8,

2. Have there been any releases of hazardous substances at the
facility ?

.

If YES see
ERGO items 3-9
through 3-11.

3. Are there any extremely hazardous substances at the facility? _

/() Q H YES see
ERGO item 3-12
and 3-13.

4. Does the facility: Have extremely hazardous substances in excess of
500 1bs or the threshold planning quantity (see appendix II-1); have
hazardous chemicals in excess of 10,000 Ibs; or fall under Standard
Industrial Classification Codes 20 to 39?

B

I YES see
ERGO item 3-12
and 3-13.

5. Does the facility store compressed gases, flammable/combustibles, or
acids?
Mo 1 YES  see

ERGO items 3-
14 through 3-27.

6. Does the facility transport hazardous material, or offer such

materials for transpart? .
! - ( }&i It YES sce
@'@'G Y(\ NS - O i . ERGO items 3-

28 through 3-31.

xxvii



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION
SECTION 4, Hazardons Waste Management:

1. Is facility a generator of hazardous waste?

/

Pard *

= - i - ¢ 'J;
_/{7/,{; v A pear {cxj-ceﬂ o // L ‘v”ﬁ!/f‘?f . j .
A

a. Is facility a small quantity generator?

b. Is facility a very small quantity generator? s
o
;'62,,,,'7/ Cm <

Complete this section before proceeding.

RESPONSE  REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 4-8
through 4-15.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
16 through 4-18.

I YES see
FRGO item 4-
19.

Any waste which is not excepted, which is listed in 40 CFR 261, or which exhibits the following

characteristics is a hazardous waste:

® Jonitability (flash point <140 F)
# or Comrosivity (pH <2 or >125)

& or TCLP Toxicity (for As,Ba,Cd,CrPb,Hg,Se,Ag, and selected pesticides.

® or Reactive. (or CN)

The following are hazardous wastes that may typically be found at a Corps facility:

CHECK IF USED AT THIS FACILITY Vol Gen/mo
Ib. Kg.
— " Solvents ' o .
— Liquid Paint _ _—

— Paint stripper, remover, or thinner R
— Spray paint booth air filters ' _ —_— —_
—_— Pesticides, Insecticidgs, Herbicides, etc,
—_— NBC filters and test kits
e DS2 (diethlene triamine)

. STB (super topical bleach) _ ' —_

xxviil

Vol Accum

lb.

Kg.



- Ordnance, ammunition, explosives & residues
- Battery acid & Caustics (in unservice;ble batteries) —_ — _ _
— Some pharmaceuticals —_— — — —
_ POL Tank Farm fuel system filters —_— —_ — _
— — Pe-icing solution |

-— Printing ink, ink solvents and cleaners

— Absorbent materials and soil contaminated
with hazardous waste

— Oxher, -— —_— —

—_— Odher

- Cxher,

TOTAL

* eg., Trichlorethane, Methylene, chloride, Tetrachioroethylene, 1,1,1 Trichloroethane, Carbon Tetra-
chloride, Chiorinated Fluorocarbons, Toluene, MEK, Break-free in liquid form, Mineral Spirits, Xylene

USEPA Generator Designation: . Unregulated ~ ___ Small Qty __ Large Qty

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE REFERENCE

2. Does facility export/import hazardous waste from/to the United

States? :
_,&L If YES see

ERGO items 4-
23 through 4-31.

Ao F YES  see

FRGQO items 4-
32 through 4-37.

3. Does facility transport hazardous waste?

4. Does facility have a treatment, storage, or disposal facility (TSDF)?
: A0 E YES see

ERGO items 4-
38 through 4-74.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

a. Does the TSD facility receive waste from a foreign source?

b. Does facility receive waste from off-site sources?

c. Does facility handle ignitable, reactive, or incompatible wastes?

5. Does facility have hazardous waste containers?

6. Does facility store hazardous wastes in tanks?

7. Does facility use surface impoundment as a means of treatment, storage,

or disposal of hazardous wastes?

8. Does facility have waste piles?

9. Does facility have land treatment of hazardous waste?

10. Does facility have hazardous waste in landfills?

RESPONSE

b

[

S

5

>

REFERENCE

If YES see
FRGO item 4-
432.

If YES sce
FRGO items 4-
46 and 4-47.

If YES see
ERGO item 4-65
and 4-67.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
75 through 4-86.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
87 through 4-
101,

If - YES see
ERGO items 4-
102 through 4-
110.

I YES see
FRGO items 4-
111 through 4-
118.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
119 through 4-
126.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
127 through 4-
137.



N

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

11. Does facility incinerate hazardous waste?

12. Does facility dispose of hazardous waste in miscellaneous units?

13. Does facility have thermal treatment facilities?
14. Does facility have chemical, physical, or biological treatment facilities?
15. Does facility have restricted wastes?

SECTION 5, Natural Resources Management:

1. Does facility bave any construction projects?

2. Does facility have land management responsibilities?

/@&) %(,J e az/’é’m-&-}éf
/(/5?[(14 /CI e @;fﬂ Cﬂ'"ﬂ,"‘

3. Does facility have 'floodplains or wetlands?

4, Does facility contain a shoreline?

xxxi

RESPONSE

L0

200

PN

b

i

a)
al

BB

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
138 through 4-
147.

If YES see
EFRGO items 4-
148 and 4-149.

If YES sec
ERGO items 4-
150 through 4-
152.

I YES see
ERGO items 4-
153 through 4-
155,

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
156 through 4-
168.

If YES see
ERGO item 5-4.

If YES see
ERGO items 5-7
and 5-8.

If YES see
FRGO item 5-9.

If YES see
ERGO item 5-
12.



2

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

5. Does facility have endangered or threatened Species?.

SECTION 6, Pesticides Management:

1. Do facility personnel engage in the application of pesticides?

2. Does facility store, mix, or formulate pesticides?

a. Does facility storefuse pesticides classified highly toxic or
moderately toxic (bearing DANGER, POISON, WARNING, or the skull and
crossbones symbol}?

3. Does facility dispose of pesticides?

poedtl

RESPONSE  REFERENCE

/7

I YES see
ERGO items 35-
13 and 5-14.

If YES see
ERGO items 6-7
through 6-16.

I YES see
ERGO items 6-
17 through 6-28.

I YES see
ERGO items 6-
20 through 6-27.

If YES see
ERGO items 6-
29 through 6-33.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION
SECTION 7, Petroleum, Oil and Lubricant (POL) Management:

1. Does the facility store, transport, or dispense petroleum products?
o 01

2. Have there been any discharges of oil at the facility?

3. Does the facility have any bulk storage tanks over 660 gallons?

4. Does the facility use dikes as a2 means of containment for petroleum
storage tanks?

5. Does the facility have any pipelines?

, : 7 .
‘///nm ¢ ﬁf-ff O} ( {( wl -t POLU‘-';'( AN TT S

6. Does the facility sell used oil?

SECTION 8, Solid Waste Management:

1. Does the facility collect or store solid waste on site?

2. All Corps facilities must shcmld'recycle and reduce solid waste.

xxxiii

RESPONSE

\

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 7-5
through 7-12.

I YES see
FRGO items 7-
13 through 7-14.

If YES, see
ERGO item 7-
16.

If YES see
ERGO items 7-
17 and 7-18.

I YES see
ERGO items 7-
20 through 7-22.

If YES, see
ERGO item 7-
23,

¥ YES, see
ERGO items 84
through 8-12.

See ERGO item
8-13.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

a. Does facility have over 100 office workers?

b. Do more than 500 families reside at the facility?

¢. Does the facility generate waste corrugated containers?

3. Does facility have land disposal on site?

a. Does facility dispose of water treatment plant sludges?

b. Does facility dispose of incinerator or air pollution controt

residues?

¢. Does the facility accept special wastes?

4. Does the facility have a closure site?

5. Does the facility have a new landfill site?

6. Does facility have a thermal processing facility?

XXXV

RESPONSE

Mo

A1

T

Lo

REFFRENCE

If YES see
EFRGO ijtem &
14.

I YES see
ERGO item &-
15.

If YES see
ERGO item &
16.

If YES see
ERGO items 8-
17 through 8-31.

¥ YES see
ERGO 8-18.

If YES see
ERGO item &-
19.

If YES  see
FRGCO item &-
21.

If YES, see
ERGO items 8-
32 and 8-33.

¥ YES, see
EFRGO items 8-
34 and 8-35.

If YES see
FRGO items 8-
36 through 8-49.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION | RESPONSE

7. Does the facility utilize resource recovery facilities?

£ - B
g&ﬁﬁ HQ\LD yu yéi,-'fau--—{' — O, ( { O Vo e
Voo nopd fn ' |

a. If the facility does NOT utilize resource recovery
facilities, a report must be filed with the Administrator explaining
the decision not to utilize. ‘ e

—

\Jo 5

|

SECTION 9, Special Pollutants Management:

1. Does facility have PCBs of any kind?

N

a. Does facility have a PCB waste landfill?

.

b. Does facility have PCB storage or disposal facilities?

N

2. Does facility have PCB transformers?

p

3. Has facility had a PCB spill?

3

4, Does facility have PCB Ttems (PCB-contaminated heat transfer or
hydraulic systems, electromagnets, switches, voltage regulators,
capacitors, circuit breakers, reclosers, or cables)?

g

5. Does facility use PCBs in research?

3

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 8-
50 and 8-51.

See FRGO item
2-50.

If YES, see
ERGQ items 9-4
through 9-11.

I YES, see
FRGO item 9-
10.

I YES, see
FRGO item 9-
11,

If YES, see
ERGO items 9-
12 through 9-18.

If YES see
FRGO item 9-
19.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
20 through 9-23.

If YES see
ERGO item 9-
24,



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE

6. Does facility store PCBs?

ZQ L
7. Does facility transport PCBs or PCB Items?

Ao
8. Does facility dispose of PCBs or PCB Htems?

A

9. Does facility demolish, renovate, or strip components from
structures containing friable asbestos?
10. Does {facility dispose, or transport for disposal, asbestos or
asbestos-containing waste?
11. Is facility located in an area with a potential radon problem? ;
12. Does facility have any possible sources of noise poliution, or have a
noise hazardous area? iz //

Geusialony Come of wles ey

N
SECTION 10, Underground Storage Tanks (UST's) Management:

1. Does facility have organizational fuel tanks?

2. Has facility repaired, or is it planning to repair, a UST?

xxxvi

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
25 through 2-29.

If YES see
EFRGO items 9-
30 and 9-31.

I YES see
ERGQO items 9-
32 through 9-41.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
42 through 9-52.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
53 through 9-57.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
58 through 9-60.

If YES see
ERGQ items 9-
61 through 9-68.

If YES see
ERGO item 10-
5.

If YES see
FRGO item 10-
10.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

3. Does facility have hazardous waste USTs?

4. Does facility have a deferred UST?

5. Does facility have a metallic UST?

6. Does facility have newly-installed USTs (i.e., after May, 1986)?

7. Have facility USTs undergone a change of service, or closure?

8. Does facility have substandard USTs?

SECTION 11, Wastewater Management:

1. Does facility have a floating plant?

2. Does facility have any point source discharges, or does facility have
domestic sewage treatment plants?

xxxvii

RESPONSE

D)

L

)

A0

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO item 10-
19.

If YES see
FRGO item 10-
20.

I YES see
ERGO items
10-23 and 10-35.

If YES see
ERGO items
10-24  through
10-27.

I YES see

ERGO items
10-28  through
10-34.

If YES see
ERGO item 10-
35.

If - YES see
FRGO item 11-
4.

If YES see
ERGO items
11-5 through
11-8.



QMONDESCRMTON o RESPONSE  REFERENCE

3. Does facility have storm water discharge not covered by a NPDES penmit?

: I YES see
ERGO item 11-
9.
4. Does facility discharge to a privately-owned treatment works (POTW)? // 0
H  YES  see
ERGO items
11-10  through
11-12,
5. Does facility have any personnel engaged in the operation of water pollution
control devices?
LD 1 YES s
ERGO item 11-
13, '

6. Does facility have a wastewater treatment plant?
' If YES see
ERGO items
11-14 and 11-15.

*. Does facility have electroplating operations?

s F

I YES see

ERGO item 11-
16 through 1i-
27.
8. Does facility conduct or issue permits for dredging operations?

; i !,M S If YES see
/PP o/.//ocﬂ_//’/—*/'r ’ "”‘“"4 -¥ o ( = ' ERGO items
N 11-28  through

11-35.

SECTION 12, Water Quality Management:

1. Does facility perform contaminant monitoring on its water supply?

ﬁ o I YES  see

. 2 s ERGO items
S (ﬂf K. 7 £ o Vg fw//’ 7 12-18  through
N g 12-43.

2. Is facility located near a sole source aquifer? 7
: - If YES see
ERGO item 12-
44.

xxxviii



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE  REFERENCE

3. Does facility use surface water or ground water under the influence of
surface water for drinking water?

,_LQQ If YES see
ERGO items
12-45  through
48.

4. Does facility have recreational potable water sources?

&

If YES see
FRGO item 12-
49,

5. Does {acility have swimming beaches?

A0 I YES see
ERGO item 12-
50.
. 6. Does facility have swimmi Is?
' . e P - Lo ¥ YES see
ERGQO item 12-
51,

7. Do facility’s waters support watercraft?

éyﬁ‘u()":#‘f

8. Is facility authorized to provide emergency drinking water?

If YES see
ERGO items
12-52.

If YES see
ERGO item 12-
53.

Signature of individual completing this form:

Date completed:____7 ﬂ/?é Z——

XXXix



ERGO

Environmental Review Guide for Operations

PRE-ASSESSMENT ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire will provide background information necessary to plan and conduct an environmental

compliance assessment.

s .
Al 7 e

.
N

Name of Facility:___~

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION
SECTION 1, Air Emissions Management:

1. Does facility operate a fuel burner (central steam plant, or hot water
or hot water steam boiler)?

2. Does facility operate an incinerator?
3. Does facility dispense, store, or transfer gasoline?

4. Does facility have volatile organic compounds (VOCs)(generally, but not
exclusively, found in solvents)?

5. Does facility have fugitive emissions from volatile hazardous air poliutant
{(VHAP) equipment?

6. Does facility use VOC-based solvent degreasers?

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 1-4
through 1-15,

If YES see
ERGO items 1-
16 through 1-18.

If YES see
FRGO items 1-

19 through 1-23.

If YES see
ERGO items 1-
24 through 1-28.

If YES see

- ERGO items 1-

29 through 1-35,

I YES see
ERGO item 1-
36.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION
SECTION 2, Cultural and Historic Resources Management:

1. Does the facility have any properties under its jurisdiction?

2. Does the facility have cultural resources? List the facility’s
cultural resources below:

a. Are the facility's master plan or operational management plan {(OMFP)
public documnents?

3. Does the facility have an operational project?

4, Does the facility have any Native American graves or artifacts, or
have any been discovered during an operation?

5. Does the facility have an archeological or historical collection?

xxvi

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 2-4
through 2-10.

If YES see
ERGO items 2-
11 through 2-14.

If YES see
ERGO item 2-
13.

If YES see
FRGO item 2-
15.

I YES see
ERGO item 2-
16.

If YES see
EFRGO items 2-
17 through 2-28,



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE
SECTION 3, Hazardous Materials Management:

1. Does the facility store any hazardous materials? ) ‘

2. Have there been any releases of hazardous substances at the
facility?

3. Are there any extremely hazardous substances at the facility ?

A ¢

4. Does the facility: Have extremely hazardous substances in excess of
500 Ibs or the threshold planning quantity (see appendix Ii-1); have
hazardous chemicals in excess of 10,000 Ibs; or fall under Standard
Industrial Classification Codes 20 to 397

5. Does the facility store compressed gases, flammable/combustibles, or
acids?

4

o

s
/

6. Does the facility transport hazardous material, or offer such
materials for transport?

xxvii

REFERENCE

I YES see
ERGO items 3-5
through 3-8.

If YES see
FRGO items 3-9
through 2-11.

H YES see
ERGO item 3-12
and 3-13,

If YES see
FRGO item 3-12
and 3-13.

If YES see

- ERGO items 3-

14 through 3-27.

If YES see
ERGO items 3-
28 through 3-31.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION ' RESPONSE

SECTION 4, Hazardous Waste Management:

1. Is facility a generator of hazardous waste?

a. Is facility a small quantity generator?

b. Is facility a very small quantity generator?

Complete this section before proceeding.

REFERENCE

I YES see

. ERGO items 4-8

through 4-15,

If YES see
FRGO items 4-
16 through 4-18.

If YES see
ERGO item 4-
19.

Any waste which is not excepted, which is listed in 40 CFR 261, or which exhibits the foliowing

characteristics is a hazardous waste;

® Ignitability (flash point <140 F)
# or Corrosivity (pH <2 or >12.5)

e or TCLP Toxicity (for As,Ba,Cd,Cr, b, ¥ Se,Ag, and selected pesticides.

® or Reactive. (or CN)

The following are hazardous wastes that may typically be found at a Corps facility:

CHECK IF USED AT THIS FACILITY Vol Gen/mo
Ib. Kg.

. " Solvents —_— —_—
— Liguid Paint .__ S
—_— Paint stripper, remover, or thinner —_— R
J— Spray paint booth air filters _ .
I Pesticides, Insecticides, Herbicides, etc. —_ _
_— NBC filters and test kits _— —
— D82 (diethlene triamine) ' — _

- STB (super topical bleach) —_— —_

xxviii

Vol Accum

Ib.

Kg.



. Ordnance, ammunition, explosives & residues — — - —_

Battery acid & Caustics (in unserviceable batteries)

_ Some pharmaceuticals — —_— _— —
_— POL Tank Farm fuel system filters — — —_— _
— De-icing solution ‘ L | — - _
—_— Printing ink, ink solvents and cleaners - —_ - _—

- Absorbent materials and soll contaminated - _— — —_—
with hazardous waste

—  Oxher — — e _—
— (xher. ' —_— — —_ S
— Other. — _ — _

* eg., Trichlorethane, Methylene, chloride, Tetrachioroethylene, 1,1,1 Trichloroethane, Carbon Tetra-
chleride, Chlorinated Fluorocarbons, Toluene, MEK, Break-free in liquid form, Mineral Spirits, Xylene

USEPA Generator Designation: ___ Unregulated — Small Oty __Large Qty

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE ~ REFERENCE

2. Does facility exportimport hazardous waste from/to the United

States?

. YES see
ERGO items 4-
23 through 4-31.

3. Does facility transport hazardous waste? o/
- L I YES see

/ ERGO items 4-

’ 32 through 4-37.

4. Does facility have a treatment, storage, or disposal facility (TSDE)? .
- et If YES see
ERGO items 4-
38 through 4-74.

I

xxix



Pt

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

a. Does the TSD facility receive waste from a foreign source?

b, Does facility receive waste from off-site sources?

¢. Does facility bandle ignitable, reactive, or incompatible wastes?

5. Does facility have hazardous waste containers?

P4

6. Does facility store hazardous wastes in tanks?
L

7. Does facility use surface impoundment as a means of treatment, storage,
or disposal of hazardous wastes?
8. Does facility have waste piles? _
9. Does facility have land treatment of hazardous waste? o

e

10. Does facility have hazardous waste in landfills?

XXX

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO item 4-
42.

¥ YES see
FRGO items 4-
46 and 4-47.

I YES see
ERGO item 4-65
and 4-67.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
75 through 4-86.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
87 through 4-
101,

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
102 through 4-
110.

If YES see
FRGO items 4-
111 through 4-
118.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
119 through 4-
126,

I YES see
ERGO items 4-
127 through 4-
137.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

11. Does facility incinerate hazardous waste?

12. Does facility dispose of hazardous waste in miscellaneous units?

13. Does facility have thermal treatment facilities?

14. Does facility have chemical, physical, or biological treatment facilities?

15. Does facility have restricted wastes?

SECTION 5, Natural Resources Management:

1. Does facility have any construction projects?

2. Does facility have land management responsibilities?

3. Does facility have floodplains or wetlands?

e

ST O N

P b e

4. Does facility contain a shoreline?

4!

(

N

Pl

xxxi

RESPONSE -

/»\

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
138 through 4-
147.

If YES see
ERGQO items 4-
148 and 4-149.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
150 through 4-
152.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
153 through 4-
155.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
156 through 4-
168.

I YES see
ERGO item 5-4.

If YES see
FRGO items 5-7
and 5-8.

If YES see
ERGO item 53-9.

I YES see
FRGO item 5-
12.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

5. Does facility have endangered or threatened species?

SECTION 6, Pesticides Management:

1. Do facility personnel engage in the application of pesticides?

2. Does facility store, mix, or formulate pesticides?

a. Does facility store/use pesticides classified highly toxic or
moderately toxic (bearing DANGER, POISON, WARNING, or the skull and
crossbones symbol)?

3. Does facility dispose of pesticides?

xxii

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
FRGO items 5-
13 and 5-14.

If YES see
ERGO items 67
through 6-16.

If YES see
ERGO items 6-
17 through 6-28.

H YES see
EFRGO items 6-
20 through 6-27.

I YES see
ERGO items 6-
29 through 6-33.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE
SECTION 7, Petroleum, Oil and Lubricant (POL) Management:

1. Does the facility store, transport, or dispense petroleum products?

2. Have there been any discharges of oil at the facility?

i
3. Does the facility have any bulk storage tanks over 660 gallons?
A
4, Does the facility use dikes as a means of containment for petroleum
storage tanks? .
5. Does the facility have any pipelines? /
VA s
/
6. Does the facility sell used oil?
L
SECTYION 8, Solid Waste Management:
1. Does the facility collect or store solid waste on site?
doa
i
2. All Corps facilities must should recycle and reduce solid waste. - {,f
[ e

Xxxiii

REFERENCE

¥ YES ses
ERGO items 7-5
through 7-12.

I YES see
ERGO items 7-
13 through 7-14.

I YES, see
ERGO item 7-

16,

If YES see
ERGO items 7-
17 and 7-18.

I YES see -

ERGO items 7-
20 through 7-22.

I YES, see
FRGQO item 7-
3.

If YES, see
FRGO items &4,
through 8-12.

See ERGQO item
813,



LT

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

a. Does facility have over 100 office workers?
b. Do more than 500 families reside at the facility?
¢. Does the facility generate waste corrugated containers?

3. Does facility have land disposal on site?
s s T et —

P PRI _7._.._....

o [

a. Does facility dispose of water treatment plant sludges?

TSR
b. Does facility dispose of incinerator or air poliution controt
residues?
~
¢. Does the facility accept special wastes? 7
4. Does the facility have a closure site?
S f
5. Does the facility have a new landfill site?
.

6. Does facility have a thermal processing facility?

xxxiv

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

I YES see
ERGO item &
14.

If YES see
FRGO item 8-
15.

If YES see
EFRGO item &-
16.

I YES see
ERGO items 8-
17 through 8-31.

I YES see
ERGO 8-18.

If YES see
ERGO item 8-
19.

If YES see
FRGO item 8-
21.

If YES, see
ERGO items 8-
32 and 8-33.

If YES, see
ERGO items 8&-
34 and 8-35.

If YES see
RGO items 8-
36 through 8-49.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

RESPONSE
6. Does facility store PCBs?
Ao
7. Does facility transport PCBs or PCB Itemns? ’
8. Does facility dispose of PCBs or PCB Items?
I 4
9. Does facility demolish, renovate, or strip components from
siructures containing friable asbestos?
e
10. Does facility dispose, or transport for disposal, asbestos or
ashestos-containing waste?
11. Is facility located in an area with a potential radon problem?
. 7’;";( ", R r‘/ -
12. Does facility have any possible sources of noise pollution, or have a
naise hazardous area? 2
N B N T —_—
SECTION 10, Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) Management:
1. Does facility have organizational fuel tanks? S
- {}7:,_?{'_‘._ .7_’_/”7__‘{;_7___;;"{“ o _?.‘_,_“,__;
2. Has facility repaired, or is it planning to repair, a UST? )
I, v

xxxvi

REFERENCE

I YES see
ERGO items 9-
25 through 9-29.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-

.30 and 9-31.

I YES see
ERGO items 9-
32 through 9-41.

If YES see
EFRGO items 9-
42 through 9-52.

¥ YES see
ERGO items 9-
53 through 9-57.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
58 through 9-60.

I YES see
ERGO items 9-
61 through 9-68.

If YES see
ERGQO item 10-
5.

¥ YES see
EFRGQ item 10-
10.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

3. Does facility have hazardous waste USTs?
4. Does facility have a deferred UST?
5. Does facility have a metallic UST?

6. Does facility have newly-instalied USTs (i.e., after May, 1986)?

7. Have facility USTs undergone a change of service, or closure?

8. Does facility have substandard USTs?

SECTION 11, Wastewater Management:

1. Does facility have a floating plant?

2. Does facility have any point source discharges, or does facility have
domestic sewage treatment plants?

XXxvit

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO item 10-
19.

If YES see
ERGO item 10-
20.

If YES see
FRGO iterns
10-23 and 10-35.

I YES see

ERGO iterns
10-24 through
10-27.

I YES see

ERGO items
10-28  through
10-34.

If YES see
EFRGO item 10-
35.

If YES see
ERGO item 11-
4,

If YES see

ERGO items
11-5 through
11-8,



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE
3. Does facility have storm water discharge not covered by a NPDES pennit?
R S il i
4., Does facility discharge to a privately-owned treatment works (POTW)?
i
5. Does facility have any personnel engaged in the operation of water pollution
control devices?
S
6. Does facility have a wastewater treatment plant? T
. :'L ~
". Does facility have electroplating aperations?
A
8. Does facility conduct or issue permits for dredging operations? ‘
Y .

SECTION 12, Water Quality Management:

1. Does facility perform contaminant monitoring on its water supply? ‘
I P

L // . “//L 7/

/

2. Is facility located near a sole source aquifer?

il

xXxviil

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO item 11-
9.

¥ YES see
ERGO itemns
11-10  through
11-12.

If YES see

ERGO item 11—_

13.

If YES see
ERGO jtems
11-14 and 11-15.

I YES  see
ERGO item 11-
16 through 11-
27.

If YES  see

ERGO items
11-28  through
11-35.

I YES see

ERGO items
12-18  through
12-43,

If YES see
ERGO item 12-
44,

i



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSE
3. Does facility use surface water or ground water under the influence of
surface water for drinking water? s

e S EET

4, Does facility have recreational potable water sources?

5. Does facility have swimming beaches?

6. Does facility have swimming pools?

/¢ o
7. Do facility’s waters support watercraft?
. A
8. Is facility authorized to provide emergency drinking water?

Signature of individual completing this form:_Z /r/ / fiw 7L /

Date compieted: s /e’ .

XxXxix

REFERENCE

If YES see

ERGO items
12-45  through
48.

If YES see
ERGO item 12-
49,

I YES see
ERGQ item 12-
50,

If YES see
ERGO item 12-
51.

If YES see
ERGO items
12-52.

¥  YES see
ERGO item 12-
53,



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION ' RESPONSE
SECTION 3, Hazardous Materials Management:

1. Does the facility store any hazardous malerials?

2. Have there been any releases of hazardous substances af the
facility?

3. Are there any extremely hazardous substances al the facility? -

4. Does the facility: Have extremely hazardous substances in excess of
500 1bs or the threshold planning quantity (see appendix 1IT-1); have
hazardous chermcals in excess of 10,000 1bs; or {all under Standard
Industrial Classification Codes 20 to 397

5. Does the facility sfore comppressed gases, flamumable/combustibies, or
acids? :

6. Does the facility transport hazardous material, or offer such
malerials for transport?

xxvil

REFERENCE

I YES see
FRGO items 3-5
through 3-8,

H YES see
ERGO items 3-9
through 3-11.

I YES see
ERGO item 3-12
and 3-13.

If YES see
ERGO ilem 3-12
and 3-13.

I YES see
ERGO items 3-
14 through 3-27.

I YES see
FRGO items 3-
28 through 3-31.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

SECTION 4, Hazardous Waste Management:

1. Is facility a generator of hazardous waste?

a. Is facility a small quantity generator?

b. Is facility a very small quantity gencrator?

Complete this section before proceeding.

RESPONSE

REFFRENCE

 YES see
ERGQO items 4-8
through 4-15.

I  YES see
ERGO items 4-
16 through 4-18.

If YES see
FRGO item 4-
19.

Any waste which is not excepted, which is listed in 40 CFR 261, or which exhibits the following
characleristics is a hazardous waste:

¢ Ipnitability (Mlash poinl <140 T9)
e or Corrosivity {(pH <2 or »12.5)

® or TCLP Toxicity (for As,Ba,Cd,Gr.P'b,Ilg,Se,Ag, and selected pesticides.

® or Reactive. (or CN)

The following are hazardous wastes that may typically be found at a Corps [acility:

CHECK I USED AT THIS FACILITY

" Solvents

Liquid Paint

Paint stripper, remover, or thinner

Spray paint booth air fillers

Pesticides, Insecticides, Herbicides, etc.
"NBC filters and test kils

D52 (diethlene triamine)

STB (super topical bleach)

Xxvii

Vol Gen/ino
Ky,

Vol Accum
b,

Kg.



" eg., Trichlorethane, Methylene, chloride, Tetrachloroethylene, 1,1,1

Ordnance, ammunition, explosives & residues
Battery acid & Caustics (iﬁ unserviceable batteries)
Some pharmaceuticals

POL Tank Farm fuel system filters

De-icing solution

Printing ink, ink solven(s and cleaners

Absorbent malerials and soil contaminated
with hazardous waste

ther . '--.'ié‘"r.-" AR

Oxher

Oxher.

TOTAL-

Trichlorocthane, Carbon Tetra-

chloride, Chlorinated Fluorocarbons, Toluene, MEK, Break-free in liquid form, Mineral Spirits, Xylene

USEPA Generator Designation: - Unregulated

QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

2. Does facility export/import hazardous waste from/io the United -

States?

3. Does facility transport hazardous waste?

4. Does facility have a treatment, storage, or disposal lacility (TSDIE)?

XXX

*_\._/_ Small Qty

_ Large Qty

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

I YES see
ERGO items 4-
23 through 4-31.

If YES ‘see
ERGO items 4-
32 through 4-37.

I YES see
FRGO items 4-
38 through 4-74.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

a. Does the TSI facility receive waste {rom a {orcign source?

b. Does facility receive waste from off-site sources?

¢. Does facility handle ignitable, reaclive, or incompatible wastes?

5. Does facility have hazardous waste containers?

6. Does facility store hazardous wastes in lanks?

7. Does facility use surface impoundment as a means of trealment, storage,
or disposal of hazardous wastes?

8. Does facility have waste piles?

9. Does facility have land treatment of hazardous waste?

10. Docs facility have hazardous waste in land(fills?

XXX

RESPONSIEE

B

REFERENCE

If YES see
ERGO item 4-
42.

¥ YES sce
FRGO items 4-
46 and 4-47.

If YES see
FRGQO item 4-65
and 4-67.

I  YES sce
FRGO items 4-
75 through 4-86.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
87 through 4-
101.

I YES see
FRGO items 4-
102 through 4-
110.

I  YES see
ERGQO items 4-
111 through 4-
118.

I YES see
FRGQO items 4-
119  through 4-
126.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-
127 tiwough 4-
137.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION | RESPONSE

11. Does facility incinerate hazardous waste?

12. Does facility dispose of hazardous wasle in miscellancous units?

13. Does facility have thermal treatment facilities?

14. Does facility have chemical, physical, or biological treatment facilities?

15. Does facility have restricted wastes?

SECTION 5, Natural Resources Management:

1. Does facility have any construction projects?

2. Does facility have land management responsibilities?

3. Does facility have floodplains or wetlands?

4. Docs facility contain a shoreline?

XXxi

REFERENCE

" If YES  see

ERGO ijterns 4-
138 through 4-
147.

I YES sce
FRGO items 4-
148 and 4-149,

If YES see
FRGO items 4-
150 through 4-
152.

If YES see
FRGO ilems 4-
153 through 4-
155.

If YES see
ERGO items 4-

156 through 4-

168.

If YES see
FRGO item 5-4.

If YES see
ERGO items 5-7
and 5-8.

I YES see
EFRGO item 5-9.

I YES see
FRGO item 5-
12.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

5. Does facility have endangered or threatened species?

SECTION 6, Pesticides Management:

1. Do facility personnel engage in the application of pesticides?

2. Does facility store, mix, or formulate pesticides?

a. Does facility store/use pesticides classified highly toxic or

moderately toxic (bearing DANGER, POISON, WARNING, or the skull and
crossbones symbol)? -

3. Does facility dispose of pesticides?

xxxii

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

If YES see
FRGO items 5-
13 and 5-14.

¥ YES see
FRGO ijtems 6-7
through 6-16.

If  YES see
ERGO ilems 6-
17 through 6-28.

If YES see
ERGO items 6-
20 through 6-27.

If YES see
EFRGO items 6-
29 through 6-33.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION RESPONSLE REFERENCE
SECTION 17, Petrdeum, Qil and Lubricant (FOL) Management:

1. Does the facility store, transport, or dispense petroleun procducts?
- Il YES sce
ERGO items 7-5
through 7-12.

2. Have there been any discharges of oil at the facility?

R I  YES  see
FRGO ilems 7-
13 through 7-14,

3. Does the facility have any bulk storage tanks over 660 galions?

N If YES, see
ERGO item 7-
16.

4. Does the facility use dikes as a means of containment for petrolcwun
storage tanks?
U H YES sce
ERGO ilems 7-
17 and 7-18.

: 5. Does the {acility have any pipclines?

I YES see
ERGO ttems 7-
20 (hrough 7-22.

6. Does the facility sell used oil?

AN I YES, see
FRGO itemn 7-
23.

SECTION 8, Solid Waste Management:

1. Does the facility collect or store solid waste on site?
L 1 YES, see
ERGO ifems 8-4

through 8-12.

2. All Corps Tacililies must shoutd recyde and reduce solid waste,
4l See ERGO item
- &13.

VN

XXX il



QUESTION/DESCRIP TION

a. Does facility have over 100 olflice warkers?

b. Do more than 500 families reside at the Tacitiy?

c. Does the facility generale wasle corgated confainers?

3. Does facility have tand disposal on site?

a. Does facility dispose of waler teatment plant sludges?

b. Does {acilily dispose of incinerator or air pollution control

residues?

c. Docs the facility accept special wasles?

4. Does the [acility have a closure site?

5. Does the facility have a new landlill site?

6. Does {acility have a thermal processing facility?

XXXV

RESPONSE

REIFERENCE

If  YES see
RGO item 8-
id.

I YES see
FRGO item 8-
15.

If  YES see
RGO item 8-
106,

If  YES see
FRGO ilems 8-
17 through 8-31.

If  YES sce
RGO 8-18.

I YES see
RGO item 8-
19.

if  YES see
RGO item 8-
21.

Il YES, sce

- ERGO ilems 8-

32 and 8-33.

If YES, sce
LERGQO itemis 8-
34 and 8-35.

Il YES see
FRGO itcms 8-
36 through 8-49.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

7. Does the lacility utilize resorce recovery facilities?

a, Il the facility does NOT ulilize resource recovery
facilities, a report must be filed with the Administrator explaining
the decision not (o utilize.

+ SECTION 9, Special Pollutants Management:

1. Does {acility have PCBs of any kind?

a. Does facility have a PCB waste landfill?

b. Does facility have PCB storage or disposal {acilities?

2. Does {acility have 'CB transfonners?

3. Has [acility trad a PCB spill?

4. Does facility have PCB Items (PCB-contaminaled heat transfer or
hydraulic systetns, clectromagnets, swilches, voltage regulators,
capacilors, circuit breakers, reclosers, or cables)?

5. Does facilily use PCBs in rescarch?

XXXV

RISPONSE

REFERENCE

If YIS see
FRGO items 8-
50 and 8-51.

See RGO item
850,

II YES, see
FRGO ijtems 9-4
through 9-11.

I  YES, sece
ERGO item 9-
10,

If  YES, see
FRGO item 9-
11.

If YES, see
ERGO items 9-
12 through 9-18.

If YES sce
RGO item 9-
19,

-1 YES see

ERGO items 9-
20 through 9-23,

Il YES sce
FRGO item 9-
24.



QUESTION/DESCRIITION

6. Does facility store I'CBs?
7. Does facilily transport PCBs or PCB Ttemns?
8. Does facility dispose of 'CBs ar PCB ltems?

9. Does facility demolish, renovate, or stip components from
structures containing {riable asbestos?

L

10. Does facility dispose, or transport for disposal, asbestos or
asbeslos-containing waste?

11, Is facility located in an arca with a polential radon problem?

12. Does [acility have any possible sources of noise pollution, or have a
noise hazardous area?

SECTION 10, Underground Storape ‘Tanks (USTs) Manapement:

1. Does facility have organizational fucl tanks?

2. Has. facilily repaired, or is it planting to repair, a UST?

Xxxvi

RISIMONSE

ad

REFERENCE

1f  YES see
RGO items 9-
25 through 9-29.

U YES see
ERGQO items 9-
30 and 9-31.

I YES sece
ERGO ifeus 9-
32 through 9-41.

If YES see
ERGO items 9-
42 through 9-52.

H YES see
RGO ilems -9-
53 through 9-57.

I YES see
ERGO items 9-
58 through 9-60.

If YES see
EFRGQO ilems 9-

> 61 through 9-68.

If YES  see
ERGO item 10-
5.

1) YES see
RGO item 10-
10.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

3. Does facility have hazardous waste USTs?

4. Does {acility have a delerred UST?

5. Does [acility have a metailic US1?

6. Does facility have newly-installed USTs (i.c., after May, 1986)7

7. Have facility USTs undergone a change of savice, or closure?

8. Does facility have substandard USTs?

SECTION 11, Wastewater Management:

1. Does {acility bave a floating plant?

2. Does {acility have any point sowce dischages, or does {acility have
domeslic sewage treatment plants?

XXX vii

RESPONSE

REFERENCE
If YES see

ERGO item 10-
19,

H YES see
ERGO item 10-
20.

If YES see
ERGO. items
10-23 and 10-35.

¥  YES see
ERGO items
10-24  through
10-27.

I YES  sec
RGO items
10-28  through
10-34.

If  YES see
FRGO item 10-
as,

If YES see
FRGO iem 11-
4.

Il YES scc
ERGO tems
11-5 through
11-8.



QUESTION/DESCRIPTION

3. Does facility bave storm water dischiuge not covered by a NPDIES pennit?

4. Does (acility discharge (0 a privately-owned treatment warks (POTW)?

'5. Does facility have any personnel engaged in the operation of water pollution
control devices?

6. Does [acility have a waslewater treatmert plant?

7. Does facility have electroplating operafions?

[

8. Does facilily conduct or issuc permits for dredging operations?

SECTION 12, Waler Qualify Management:

1. Does facility perfom contaminant monitoring on its waler supply ?

2. Is facilily located near a sole source aquifer?

-

xaxviii

RESPONSE

REFERENCE

Il  YES see
RGO item 11-
9.

I[ YES sce
ERGO items
11-10  through
11-12.

If YES see
FRGO item 11-
13.

H YES see
ERGO items
11-14 and 11-15.

If YES sce
RGO ilem 11-
16 through. 11-
27.

il YES sce

ERGO tems
11-28  through
11-35.

W YES  sce

VRGO items
12-18  through
12-43,

if  YES sce
ERGO item 12-
44,



QUESTION/DESCRIVFION RESPONSE,  REFERENCE

3. Does facility use surface water or ground water under the influence of
surface water for drinking water?
. i YES see
RGO items
12-45  through
48. :

4. Does facility have rccrcalional potable water sotces?
—. If YES see
ERGO item 12-
49,

5. Does facility have swimming beaches?
— I YES  see
: RGO item 12-
50.

6. Does {acility have switming pools?

I YES s
ERGO Hemn 12-
51,

7. Do facility’s walers supporl watercraft? -

— H YES see
RGO ileins
12-52.

&. Is facility authorized o provide emergency drinking water?
— i YES sce
ERGO item 12-
53.

Signature of individual completing this fom:___~~ | =~ Lo

Date completed: S

xXxxix
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- CENED-CD-P : 12 June 1992

MEMORANDUM FOR NED Executive Staff
SUBJECT: NED Environmental Compliance Coordinator .

1. In January 1991, John Elmore, Chief, Operations, Construction
and Readiness Division, directed division and district operations
offices to formally designate Environmental Compliance
Coordinators (ECC’s). The Director of Operations de51gnated
Bruce Williams, Project Operations and Readiness Division as the
New England Division ECC.

2. In a follow-up memo dated 31 March 1992, The Director of
Civil Works expanded the role of the Environmental Compliance
Coordinators to be utilized as division or district environmental
coordinators. This is a coordination, as opposed to an operative
assignment. The ECC’s will support rather than assume
environmental compliance responsibilities of the various
functional elements (Planning, Engineering, Project Program
Management, Logistics, Safety and Occupational Health, and Real

Estate, etc.).

3. The Corps of Engineer objective is to develop and maintain a
comprehensive and consistent environmental compliance program
autilizing the existing Operations "“stovepipe", since Operations
is responsible for the majority of Corps facilities. In the
future, the ECC should be included in the review process of
programs or projects that inveolve environmental compliance as
part of the construction, operation or maintenance activities at
Corps owned or operated facilities and projects.

4. As a part of the USACE Facilities Environmental Compliance
Program, the Director of Civil Works recommended that Commanders
should also establish and chair an interdisciplinary
Environmental Compliance Steering Committee with representatives
from the various affected offices throughout NED. Rather than
develop parallel organizations performing the same function, I am
tasking the NED Executive Staff to serve an additional function
as the Environmental Compliance Steering Committee. The Director
of Operations will provide direction and oversight to the ECC and
overall coordination with NED Executive Staff.

ILTC, EN
Commanding

ctf:
Distribution "av
Bruce Williams ECC



DEPARTMENT OF THE-ARMY
U.5. Army Cops of Engineers
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314-1000
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. 31 March 1992
CECW-0A _ ..

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDERS, ALL MAJOR SUBORDINATE COMMANDS,
DISTRICT COMMANDS, AND LABORATORIES

SUBJECT: USACE Facilities Environmental Compliance

1. In June 1991, Lieutenant General H. J. Hatch, Chief of
Engineers, assigned me the mission of assuring that all USACE
facilities and associated lands meet environmental standards
contained in relevant Federal, DoD, Army, state, and local laws
and regulations. In an effort to ensure USACE facilities
environmental compliance, commanders are directed to initiate an
environmental assessment/deficiency correction program for all
Corps property utilizing the Environmental Review Guide for
Operations (ERGO). Our overall goal is to complete environmental
assessments and develop corrective action plans at all Corps
projects and facilities by the end of FY94.

). ERGO is a checklist of environmental laws and regulations,
good management practices, and risk management issues. ERGO was
designed as a self assessment tool, but can also be used for
formal, or external assessments. Project and facility managers,
with technical assistance from district elements, state
‘authorities or private sector contractors, can use ERGO to
determine if their operations are being conducted in accordance
with environmental laws and regulations. ERGO assessments are a
proactive approach to environmental compliance and protection.
Findings identified in ERGO assessments should be prioritized and
remediation measures performed as routine maintenance work or
programmed in the budget process.

3. Civil Works Operations elements are already implementing
ERGO, with a goal of completing ERGO assessments at 25 percent of
Corps O&M General funded operating projects and facilities this
FY. I now ask that you schedule and conduct ERGO assessments at
facilities and projects operated with other than O&M¥ General
funds (e.g. Mississsippi River and Tributaries funded projects,
district motor pools, regional warehouses, Corps operated
printing plants and photo labs, etc.).

4. ERGD was initially developed for use at operating projects.
Since we are now expanding its application, you may find that
some refinement is required to thoroughly assess facilities not
~onsidered when preparing the current manual. Contact Dr. Diane
4ann of CERL-ENM at (217) 373-6741, for help in dealing with

" facilities and regulations not currently covered in the manual.
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~ECW-0ON - -
SUBJECT: USACE Pacilities Environmental Compliance - an 2

Recommendations for improving the checklist can be directed t

Dr. Mann at Department of the Army, Construction Engineering
Research Laboratory, Corps of Engineers, P.0O. Box 9005,
Champaign, Illinois 61826-9005. From efficiency and comparatlve
standpoints we are committed to using & single environmental
compliance protocel throughout USACE.

5. I encourage all elements to take a teamwork approach, using
existing expertise, rather than developlng parallel organizations
performing the same function, to initiate, develop, and maintain
environmental compliance and assurance at all USACE operated and
funded projects, facilities, and activities. This teamwork
approach will minimize duplicating effort and assessment costs.
Commanders, if they have not already done so, should also
establish and chair an interdisciplinary Environmental Compliance
Steering Committee with representatives from the various affected -
offices throughout your organization. The steering committee
will provide direction and oversight.

6. In January 1991, John Elmore, Chief, Operations, Construction

nd Readiness Division, directed division and district operations
vffices to formally designate Environmental Compliance
Coordinators (ECCs). Hereafter, these coordinators will be
utilized as division or district environmental compliance
coordinators. This is a coordination, as opposed to an operative,
assigmment. The ECCs will support rather than assume
environmental compliance responsibilities of the various
functional elements (Planning, Engineering, Project Program
Management, Logistics, Safety and Occupation Health, and Real
Estate). Our objective is to develop and maintain a
comprehensive and consistent environmental compllance program,
utilizing the existing Operations “stovepipe“, since Operations
is respeonsible for the majority of USACE facilities.

7. We will distribute revised ERGO manuals and follow on
compliance materials to each currently designated division and
district ECC for dissemination to.offices inveolved in environ-
mental compliance throughout your organization. If there are any
updates to the current list of EE€Cs, please forward their name,
office symbol, FTS and commercial telephone numbers, Fax number,
and Corps Mail I.D. to CECW~QA, ATTN: Jim Wolcott, by

31 March 19%2. Field Operating Activities and Laboratories
should also designate and provide information on ECCs.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

Ll S it

ARTHUR E. WILLIAMS
Major General, USA
Director of Civil Works
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314-1000 .

0 & NOV 1931

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

CECW-ON (1130-2-2) .

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDERS, ALL MAJOR SUBORDINATE COMMANDS,
DISTRICT COMMANDS, FIELD OPERATING ACTIVITIES

AND LABORATORIES

SUBJECT: USACE Facilities Environmental Compliance Program
(Internal) _

1. I recently reassigned the mission of assuring that all USACE
facilities and associated lands meet environmental standards
contained in relevant Federal, DoD, Army, state, and local laws
and regulations to the Director of Civil Works. This action is
in response to your comments regarding implementing an: .-
environmental compliance initiative within USACE. .. — '

2. Program oversight will be provided by a steering committee
chaired by the Deputy Director of Civil Works, with logistics,
Military Programs, Office of Counsel, Real Estate, Research and
development, Safety and Occupational Health and the U.S. Army
Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency (USATHAMA) represented. An
Environmental Compliance Branch within Operations, Construction
and Readiness Division will develop, coordinate, and manage the
program. Civil Works will provide further details as the USACE
Facilities Environmental Compliance Program unfolds. .
3. The Corps has an ethical and legal obligation to protect our
environment through prevention, compliance, restoration and
stewardship. We are counting on your support and enthusiasm,
coupled with the evolving USACE Facilities Environmental
Compliance Program, to demonstrate our commitment to, and
capabilities in, environmental protection.

. J. HATCH
Lieutenant General, USA
Commanding
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314-1000

REFLY TO 8: 15 FebruaryAlggl

ATTENTION OF:

CECW-ON

MEMORANDUM FOR MAJOR SUBORDINATE COMMANDS AND DISTRICT COMMANDS

SUBJECT: Environmental Review Guide for Operations (ERGO)

1. I am enclosing the Environmental Review Guide for Operations
(ERGQ), a checklist for analyzing compliance with environmental laws
and regulations at our operating projects. Copies are belng sent to
all District Operations offices for distribution to projects. We are
releasing ERGO as a test document for use during the remainder of FY
91. An implementation workshop is in the planning stage. Specifics
will be provided later. o

2. Lieutenant General Hatch, in his 14 February 1990 letter,
tStrategic Direction for Environmental Engineering", echoed Secretary
Cheney's call for DOD to be the "Federal leader in envirecnmental
compliance and protection.®  ERGO is a pro-active approach to
sompliance,

3. The Construction Engineering Research Laboratery developed ERGO.
A steering committee with Division, District and project members from
Operations elements provided guidance and direction. Their goal was
to produce a self-assessment tool for managers of operating projects
with District teams, State agencies, contractors and the United
States Army Toxic and Hazardous Waste Agency as potential sources of
support. .

4. Environmental compliance is a legal and ethical responsibility,
an integral part of doing business. I ask that you apply ERGO at one
or more projects in each District this FY.

5. We will need feedback to update ERGO for full implementation in
FY 92. Every Division and District Operations office should formally
designate an environmental compliance coordinator. These individuals
will be our POCs regarding ERGO and other environmental matters.

They will act as liaisons with the various functional areas within
Operations organizations, and with POCs from other elements with
environmental responsibilities. Please forward the names, office
symbols, and telephone numbers of your Division and District
environmental compliance coordinators to CECW-ON, ATTN: Jim Wolcott

by 15 February 1991.

FOR THE DIRECTQR OF CIVIL WORKS:

SN aem
ELMORE

Chief, Operations, Construction and
Readiness Division
Nivactorate of Civil Works
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.S, Arey Corps of Enginears
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AREPLY TO v
ATTENTION OF: 1 -
g

MEMORANDUM FOR MAJOR SUBORDIRATE COMMANDS

CECW-ON

SUBJECT: FY 92 Environmental Assessments at Oparating'?rojects

1. as managere of ovar 400 water resources projects arfl stewards
of 11.7 million acres of land and water, we individuslly and
corporately have an ethical and legal responsibility to: protect the
environment. Your positive response to the Environmentgpl Review
Guide for Operations (ERGO) we distributed last January is
appreciated. We are now ready to procsed with an orga zation-wide
gserieg of ERGO assessmentsg. The FY 92 target is to complete ERGO
assessments at 25 percent of our O&M General funded opdgating

"projects and facilities. The remainder will be assessafl within the

Lpllgrinn.¥n JEALE . RARCEANCRRA.QT IGH&L‘!}I Al QE“aHE EEEH oy

separate memorandum.

2. As an indication of the importance of this effort, are
providing dedicated O&M funding from headquarters to irf ure that
these assessments are completed. Enclosed is a list off funds
available for allocation to each division. These funds: are for
conducting assessments and converting findinge into co ective
~action plans. Corrective actions are to be implemente “through
routine budgeting and reprogramming procedures. We ask that you
reepond with a list of projects, by district, at which ERGO
evaluations will be conducted in FY 82, and the portiorf of your
divisfon’s total allocation we should distribute to eadh project on
your list. Include the CWIS number with each project u identify.
Please raspond to Denise White of our Natural Resources: Management
Branch (CECW~ON) by 10 January 1992. }

3. In selecting projecte and facilities for FY 92 zssdssments, we.
recomuand that you concentrate on locations having the ¥reatest
potential for significant compliance shortfalls. When ®valuating
proiects, evaluate all functions (hydropowexr, recreatigg, etc.) at
the pame time, to obtain comprehensive project assessments and
action plans.

4. OQur overall FY 92 budget for ERGO assessments is b Bed on an
estineted sverage cost of $13K per project. To contain costs, use
ERGQ in conjunction with the representative sampling tefhniques
préssnted at the Xansas City and Dallas ERGO or*entatix@.seSSLORS.
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CECW-ON . - s
SUBJECT: FY 92 Environmental Assegsments at QOperating ﬁxojects

Contact Dr. Diane Mann of Construction Engineering Reaeérch
Laboratory (CERL) at 217-373-6741 for help in designing”
representative sampling formats. - : ;

5. ERGO was developed as a gelf-assessment tool for magagers of
operating projects, with district teams, state agencilesg and
contractors as potential sources of support. Because of the
complexity of the laws and regulations, several respondgnts from
the FY 91 effort commented on the benefits of inter dis@plinary
teane, including representation from offices such as En@ineering,
Logisties, Planning, Real Estate, and Safety and Occupaional
Health. While we are not specifying the way this first Zround of
agsagsments ig to be conducted, we are regquiring the indolvement,
to the extent possibhle, of personnel from the project of facllity
being assessed to maximize training benefits. We are also
emphasizing quality products that will withstand indepefient

scrutiny.

6. Real Estate is responsible for reviewing user complfance with
~g@al aegtate instrument provisions, and reviewing envirofmental
.ompliance clauses in such ocutgrants. ERGQ is designed®to apply to
operating projects and facilities, including outgrants. . We
understand that in some locations the concept of applyl$§g ERGO to
outgrants and concessions is surfacing unantlclpated is#ues.
Outgrant related issues wlll be addressed at the joint gzal
Estate/Natural Resources Meeting scheduled for January 1992.

Please be sure that your representatives come to that méeting with
complete and current information, both positive and negf§tive. More
gpecific gulidance will be issued following that meeting.

7. In January 1992, we will distribute an updated ERGO: manual
reflecting FY 91 user feedback and incorporating new and revised
laws and regulations. As you progeed with ERGO aesessminﬁﬁ"iﬁ“?r
92, it is especilally important that you record "lessons:learned"
and track costs per assessment, including report and action plan
development costs. , . ﬂ/r—qj

8. In support of our commitment to promote environmentg§l
compliance at all levels and functions, we have tasked QERL with
developing and conducting ERGUO orientation programs at Qur
digtricte during the FY 92/93 time frame. A video baaeg ERGO
training course has algso been approved for development By
Euntsville Division. Additional information will be prévided as

these projects progress.
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SUBJECT: FY 92 Environmental Assessments at Operating'Qrojects

- TRl LAl LW LOODE G v thdnw  wlew L omvncarhon bdioras ol == f _-....L:_-..
mental compliance program and your comments and recommdndations are
welcome at any time. They can be directed to Denise White at
202-272-0784. '

FOR THE DIRECTOR QOF CIVIL WORKS:

. 16y, :
Encl OHN P. ELMORE, P.E(
' Chief, COperations, nstruction
and Readiness Divi@eion
Directorate of Civi} Works
'?

A

EET R EA S I G
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ERVIRONMENTAL REVIEW GUIDE FOR OPERATIONS (ERG%) -
FISCAL YEAR 92 BUDGRET DISTRIBUTION

«
)

of dollars to division offices for performing ERGO agsesaments.
NOTE: Congtruction General (CG) and Mississippl River ana

The following is a listing of funding distribution ij thousands
Tributaries (MR&T) funded projects were not considered.

Division Amount
IMD 145.0
MRD 105.0
NAD 95.0
NCD 210.0
NED 108.0
NPD 130.0
QRD 455.0
SAD 185.0
S§PD 65.0
SWD 430.0

TOTAL 1,9258.0

Enclosure 1
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Uu.5. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
KINGMAN BUILDING
FOAT BELVOIR, VA 22060 —

CEIG-I (20-1g) 17 DEC I§91

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL DISTRICT AND DIVISION COMMANDERS

SUBJECT: Environmental Compliance Concerns Within USACE

1. Earlier this year my office completed a systemic inspection
of environmental compliance on lands controlled by USACE. A copy
of this report has been recently distributed to your command and
should be reviewed by you and members of your staff. We reported
to the Chief that compliance problems exist across USACE with the
many Federal, State and local environmental laws. We found at
HQUSACE, and throughout the Corps:

a. Organizational confusion as to who was in charge of
environmental compliance.

b. Lack of comprehensive guidance.

c. Lack of Corps-wide policy on disposal of our hazardous
materials and hazardous waste.

d. Training shortfalls.

e. Inadequate environmental assessment/inspection on lands
we control.

f. Failure to program resources to insure environmental
compliance. '

g. Problems with environmental compliance on Corps lands
leased to others for use.

h. Unfulfilled commitments to mitigate environmental impact
on many Corps projects. '
2. Our inspection teams visited fourteen districts in eight
divisions and a laboratory. Inspectors physically toured over
240 @gifferent sites. They found compliance issues at virtually
every site visited. Enclosed are pictures of typical findings.

3. I would like to emphasize that the situations shown in the
pictures are typical and were not found at only one location or
in any one particular district. Rather, they are likely to exist
at any site or possibly at every site. I urge you and your staff
to make it a special point to visit all land under your
jurisdiction, especially lands leased and outgranted tec others,
with a keen evye to discover any envircnmental compliance
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CEIG-I (20-1q)
SUBJECT: Environmental Compliance Concerns Within USACE

violations or problems. You then need to follow through and
insure resources are programed and dedicated to correct these
problems in a timely fashion.

4. The U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency (USATHAMA)
is available to answer environmental questions at 1-800 USA EVHL.
My POC for this action is LTC Dan Shuey or LTC Fred Streb at
Commercial (703)355-3575 or DSN 34543575.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

Encl

The Engineer Inspector General

CF:

CECER

CECRL

CETEC

CEWES

CEHSC

CETHA

CECW~2A (MG Williams)
CECW-0C (Mr. Elmore



/" ENVIRONMENTAL INSPECTION PHOTOGRAPHS

Photograph 1

Storage Area

Area of Concern:

1. Violation of
RCRA, CERCLA,
and TECA

. ;E POREY
. ad L
A e

2. Boil Contami-~
nation

3;7Improper
storage/disposal
of HTW

Photograph 2

iy
— g

Maint. & Paint
Shop

- e e s e

AWy,

Area of Concern:

1. Violation of
CWA

2., Reguires
NPDES permit

3. Discharge of
Hazardous waste
into reported
storm drain
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Photograph 3

Maint. & Paint
Storage Area

Area of concern:

‘1. Violation of

RCRA and CWA

2. NPDES permit
required

3. Discharge of
Hazardous Mate-
rial into
reported storm
drain

Photograph 4

Used 01l Storage
Area

Area of Concern:

1. Viclation of
RCRA

2. So0il contami-
nation

3. Requires
spill contingen=-
cy plan

4. Housekeeping



Photograph 5

Lock and Dam
Area of Concern:

1. Violation of
CWA

2. 8pill preven-
tion plan

3., Contamination
of project wa-
ters

Photograph 6

Hydropower Plant
Transformers

Area of Concern:

1. Viclation of
CWA and CERCLA

2. Soil contami-
nation

3. Discharge of
Bazardous mate-
rials (possible
PCB)

|[35]



Photogragh 7

Diesel 0il Stbr—
age Tanks

Area of Concern:

1.'8911 contami~
nation

2. Location of
storm drain re-
quires spill
contingency plan

Photograph 8

Gasoline
Dispensers in a
Marina.

Area of Concern:
1. Vioclation of
CWA

2. Contamination
of project wa-
ters

3. Lack of envi-
ronmental com-
pliance/enforcen
ent on real es-
tate lease

%
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Photograph 9

Fuel Storage
Area in Marina.

Area of Concern:

i. Vioclation of
CWA

2. Reguires
spill contingen-
cy plan

3. Lack of envi-
ronmental com-
pliafice/enforcem
ent on real es-~-
tate lease

Photograph 190

Dispensing Area
Area of Concern:

1. So0il contami-
nation

2. Spill contin-
gency plan

3. Housekeeping

jtn



Photograph 11

Solid Waste Dis-
posal site

Area of Concern:

1. Violation of
solid waste dis-
posal
regulations

2. Creosote tim-
bers: Vviolation
of CERQLA

3. Potential NPL
site

Photograph 12

Used Drums &
Metal Storage
Area

Area of Concern:

1. Violation of
RCRA and solid
waste
regulations

2. 50il contami-
natien

3. Improper
storage of HTW

4. Lease
enforcement



Photograph 13

Storage/Wash and
Fuel Transfer.
Site

Area of Concern:

1. Violation of
RCRA and CERCLA

2. Boil
contamination

3. Requires
spill contingen-
cy plan

‘4. Improper .

storage of haz-
ardous materials

5. Housekeeping

Photograph 14

Fuel Storage
Area

Areas of
Concern:

1. Vieclation of
RCRA and CWA

2. Requires
spill contingen-
cy plan

3. Underground
fuel storage
tank
requirements

|~F



Photograph 15

Batteries Stor-
age Area

Area of concern:
1. Violation of

CWA, CERCLA

2. Contamination
of Project
Waters

3. Lease
enforcement

Photograph 16

Contractor's
Storage Tank

Area of Concern:

1. Violation of
CWA

2. 80il contam-
ination

3. Enforcement
of Contract Re-
quirements for
Environmental
Compliance. -

4. spill contin-
gency plan

feo
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Photograph 17

0il Rights
Outgrant

Area of Concern:

'1.rviolation of

RCRA, CWA

2. S80il Contam=-
ination

3. Lease
enfofcement

4. 8pill contin-
gency plan

Photograph 18

0il, Paint Stor-
age Area

Area of Concern:

1. Violation of
RCRA

2. Improper
storage of HTW

3, 80il contam-
ination

4. Housekeeping

5, Spill contin-

~gency plan

|



Photograph 19

Paint,. 0il Stor-
age Area

Area of Concern:

1. Viclation of
RCRA, CERCLA

2. 8oil contami-
nation

3. Improper
storage/disposal
of HTW

4. Housekeeping

5. 8pill contin-
gency plan

Photograph 20

Batteries Stor-
age Area

Area of Concern:

1. Vielation of
RCRA, CERCLA

2. Improper
storage/disposal
of HTW

3. Spill contin-
gency plan



Photograph 21

Fuel Tanks
Area of Concern:

1. Vielation of
RCRA

2. B8pill contin-
gency

Photograph 22

Contractor's
Fuel Dispensing
Area

Area of Concern:

1. Seoil c¢contam-
ination

2. ?oor house~-
keeping

3. Spili contin=-
gency plan
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CAA
CFR
co
CWA
DoD
ECC
EPA
ECAS
ERGO
FIFRA
FWS
MP
MSDS
NAAQS
NEPA
NFPA
NHPA
NHRM
NOF

NPDES
NRM
JHSPC
aMP
PCB’s
pCi/L
PMP
POL
PPM
RCRA
SARA
SDWA
SHPO
SPCC
TCLP
TSCA
TSDF
UFQ
USACE
UST
VOU

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE

ABBREVIATICON LIST

Clean Air Act

Code of Federal Reguiations

Carbon Monoxide

Clean Water Act

Department of Defense

Environmental Compliance Coordinator
Envirommental Protection Agency

Environmental Compliance Assessment System
Environmental Review Guide for Operations
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Management Practice

Material Safety Data Sheet

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

National Environmental Policy Act

National Fire Protection Act

National Historic Preservation Act

Natural and Historic Resources Management
Nitrogen Oxides

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systen
Natural Resources Management

0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
Operational Management Plan

Polychlorinated Biphenyls

picoCurie per Liter

Pest Management Plan

Petroleum Based Fuel or Lubricant

Parts Per Million

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
Safe Drinking Water Act

State Historic Preservation Officer :
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures
Toxic Constituent Leaching Procedure

Toxic Substances Control Act

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facility
Unidentified Flying Object

U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers

Underground Storage Tanks

Volatile Organic Compound
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Appendix D

Photographs
North Hartland Dam
1. Open burning debris pile above swim beach area
2. Improper waste oil storage - storage building
3. Solid waste - jungle gym, old lumber, shed roof
4. CRREL research tire "storage area" and waste 55 gallon
barrels
5. Diesel fuel dispensing area - storage building
Union Village Dam
1. Discarded chain link fencing near open dump on Avery Brook
2. Open dump on steep embankment 100 feet from Avery Brook
3. Creosote treated fence posts, guardrail and concrete fence
posts near open dump on Avery Brook
4. Sediments dredged from intake gates -~ material and leachates
not tested for contaminants
5. 0ld farm dump along Ompompanocosuc River
6. 0ld car body along Avery Brook
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT STUDY
- NORTH HARTLAND LAKE

HARTLAND & HARTFORD, VERMONT
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ABSTRACT

A cultural rescurce reconnaissance was conducted during the fall of
1985 at North Hartland Lake as one of a continuing series of studies
intended to identify cultural resources within properties owned by the
U.S5. Army Corps of Engineers, New England Division. This study partially
fulfills the Division’'s responsibilities under the National Histeric
Preservation Act, as amended. Major aspects of this study are described
below.

The strategy followed for developing the archaeological context of
the North Hartland Lake project area has two major components, one for
prehistoric and one for historic sites. For the prehistoric period,
general inferences are drawn from the existing archaeological data from
eastern Vermont in order to suggest how prehistoric settlement patterns
may have changed during the past 10-12,000 years. 1In addition, we
suggest how different approaches to food collectlon may have determined
the types of sites produced by groups in the past. Such patterns should
help us to understand the archaeological potential of the project area.
This background study, however, is designed to indicate only the kinds
and densities of sites one might expect to find, not to predict the
specific location of one or more sites. For the historic period, an

“evolutionary approach, based primarily on the demographic and economic
development of Hartland and Hartford, is adopted to identify and assess
the potential significance of farmsteads and industrial sites. In order
to meet the goals of this study, several distinct types of information
have been collected, evaluated and synthesized,

Qur assessment involves both a background and field component. A
principal component of the general settlement and subsistence models
which are developed is the environmental framework within which the known
archaeological data are partially integrated. Therefore, a basic
~environmental perspective is presented, which includes discussions of the
Ottauquechee River watershed’s physiography, geomorphelogy, bedrock
geology, and post-Pleistocene changes in the region’s floral communities,
faunal regimes and climate. These data provide a baseline for judging
the general prehistoric and historic resource potential for this area of
Vermont. Discussions follow which present a hypothetical framework for
modeling past subsistence practices and settlement patterns. These are
used to suggest the types and density of archaeological sites which are
likely to be encountered in the North Hartland Lake project area.

The section of this report which deals with a recomnaissance level
field evaluation is introduced by a general discussion of archaeological
site survey. It deals with both sampling approaches and sampling
methods. This section 1s intended to help COE personnel and others
understand what archaeclogists do and how they go about doing it.



The specific sampling scheme related to prehistoric sites at North
Hartland Lake is then addressed. As the amount of field time was
limited, attention was focused on answering four questions: Are there
any prehistoric sites within the project area which can be immediately
identified? What is the archaeologlecal potential of designated
recreation areas? What portions of the project area have no
archaeclogical potential due to past construction activities, etc.? Are
there portions of the project area which warrant further testing in order
to locate prehistoric sites? Fleld methoology invelved the excavation of
small test pits, the use of a soil sampler to evaluate soil profiles,
visual inspection of eroding banks, and survey by boat along the river to
check the extent of erosion and to identify potential site and/or
sampling locations. Field evaluations for historic period sites involved
locating, describing and recording the general condition and structural
features present at most site areas. A standard data record form for
each historic site 1s used to summarize available information.

One definite prehistoric site was identified, VT-WN-60. It is
located at the upper end of the project area adjacent to a former river
channel and a tributary brook. Two additional prehistoric sites,
FS-WN-15 and FS-WN-16, may have been found on terraces at stream
junétions along the downstream stretch of the river between Quechee Gorge
and the dam. Cultural evidence was so limited at these two sites,
however, that further work will be needed to verify our conclusions,

Nineteen historic period sites and one site complex, Dewey’s MIll,
were identified from the background studies. Four of these sites were
dismantled or destroyed in the nineteenth or early twentieth century.
Fifteen were demolished by the Corps when North Hartland Dam was
constructed in 1960-61. The Jedidiah Strong House, a National Register
property, was left standing. Of the 20 sites identified, 14 will require
further site evaluation invelving documentary research, additional
informant interviews and field testing before a determination can be made
as to whether they are eligible for inclusion on the National Register.

The management section of this report outlines a number of issues
which the New England Division of the Corps of Engineers should consider
with respect to the cultural resources under its jurisdiction in the
North Hartland Lake project area. For the most part, we believe that
current management practices are adequately protecting existing
archaeological resources. Exceptions are noted. Management issues are
addressed which relate to the maintenance of the permanent pool, flood
control operations, visitor use, and developing an interpretive program.
Recommendations are algo made for the implementation of a phased program
of field study to complete the archaeological evaluations which are
required in order for the Corps to be in full compliance with the
National Historic Preservation Act, as amended,
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Conclusions

During this survey, two day’s time was available to undertake a
sampling program intended to locate prehistoric sites. For this reason,
attention was focused on answering four immediate questions. Are there
some spots within the project area that are so attractive that sites
could be located immediately? What is the archaeological potential of
specific locales currently used for recreational purpeoses? What portions
of the project area have been so heavily disturbed that sites could no
longer be found? And, finally, what effects might project operations or
other enviromnmental factors have on the design and implementation of any
future archaeological sampling program?

As a preliminary testing strategy, the most logical approach was to
sample a few areas which seemed to have a relatively high potential for
containing evidence of one or more prehistoric occupations. Level
terraces adjacent to tributary streams are assumed to have such a
potential. Since most of the terraces at the mouths of streams have been
submerged or buried beneath 60 cm or more of recent flood sediments,
however, older terraces at slightly higher elevations adjacent te such

"streams were tested {(Test Areas HB, HC). The one stream junction—which
has not been submerged or buried was also tested (Test Area HE)., A final
sampling location was on a high level terrace at the base of Quechee
Gorge (Test Area HD). A visual inspection of recreation areas was made
near the dam and at Quechee Gorge. The pgeneral reservoir area was toured
by boat to observe the extent of bank slumpage, shore erosion and
sedimentation on possible site areas.

One prehistoric site, VI-WN-60, was encountered on the eastern edge
of Dewey’s Mill Pond. Limited testing recovered one chert flake removed
from a stone tool. Two possible prehistoric sites, FS-WN-15 and
FS-WN-16, were tentatively identified on terraces of two of the larger
tributary streams within the project area. More intensive sampling at
all of these areas will be required before the size, age, or integrity of
the sites can be defined. No prehistoric remains were recovered from
Test Area HD at the base of Quechee Gorge, but it should be noted that
testing was insufficient to draw conclusions about the entire landform.

During this archaeological review, particular attention was paid to
gathering information about the archaeological potential of areas used on
a consistent basis for recreational purposes, There are two areas were
recreational activities Bre concentrated, a day-use area near the dam,
and Quechee Gorge. The day-use area near the dam has no archaeological
potential. This area was formerly a borrow pit for dam comstructien and
the original soil from the area has been removed. Visitor activities at
Quechee Gorge are generally concentrated in areas of very low
archaeelogical sensitivity.
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Conclusions

Fourteen historic sites and one site complex (HS 9) were demolished
for the North Hartland Lake project. Four others were abandoned or
demolished during the nineteenth or early twentieth centuries. One site
(HS 10) 1s a standing structure and has been placed on the National
Register of Historiec Places. It was nominated to the National Register
of Historic Places on its architectural merit, however, and the integrity
of any archaeological component has not been investigated.

Results of field observations and documentation indicate that four
of the 20 sites do not merit subsurface archaeological evaluations. HS
1-4 have been completely destroyed. Of the remaining sites, five are
frequently inundated and are covered with post-1961 flood sediments (HS 5
- 8 and 24). HS 9 - 1B and 23 have never been inundated by a flood
impoundment. HS 9 1s the site of a large mill complex, which contained
mill buildings, warehouses and residences. Only three of the residences
might still retain any archaeological components. For HS 5 - 18, 23 and
24, subsurface testing might yield important information about site size,
content and integrity of deposits--characteristics which have a direct
bearing on a site’s archaeological significance and its eligibility for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

Ty
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REPORT ON UTILIZATION OF CIVIL WORKS LANDS AND FACILITIES

{ER a5 1 12)

IVISION

NEW ENGLAND DIVISION

DISTRICT

N/A

WNSPECTION DATE

: 23- AUG

1990

. . PROJECT (x FACILITY NAME and LOCATION
N, HARTLAND LAKE, N. HARTLAND, VT.

2. PROJEGT AUTHORIZATION
FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1936

3. TYPE OF PROJECT {Doscribe)
FLOOD CONTROL

4. ACQUISITION GRITERIA
E1SENHOWER POLICY

5. TYPE OF BUILDING SPACE

OFFICE

D GOVERNMENT QUARTERS [ | OTHER (Specity)

[} svoraat

] rusuic use

6. TOTAL BLDG. spnce-gonps
13,38

TOTAL BLOG - SPACE -OTHER

5q. 1)

Sg Fy

D YES (it YES , Explamn in Narrative Text of Report)

7. ARE THERE ANY ENCROACHMENTS OR OTHER UNAUTHORIZED USES?

[X] vo

8. IS BUILDING SPAGE EFFCCTIVELY USED?

{X] YES D N (if NQ |, Explam in Renori)
3. POOL DATA 10, LAND DATA . PROJECT DATA
ACRES ACRES DATE PLAGED
EL‘%‘QE‘JN ABOVE SeLow ACREAGE | ACQUIED DISPOSED CURRENT DA A iON JUNE 1961
MINIMUM FEE TOTAL MILEAGE OF BOUNDARY
394 1617 95 1467 3 1464 rce 17.7 EASEMENT 8 EST.
WINTER EASEMENT % OF BOUNDARY MONUMENTED
410 | 1542 170 249 1.34] 248 ree 1007 pasewent 9%
SUMMER RIVERBED UNUSED OR EXCESS BUILDINGS
425 1407 305 {7 ves NO o Rasorty ™"
FLODD 612 1100 OIHER EXCESS LANDS ves €
i .
546.5 b YES NO fin Rapor!’)‘mm
12, ALLOCATION.OF LAND AND WATER AREAS 12, UTILIZATION CLASSIFICATION - ACRES
OPERATING ' R NOT OVER HOT AT
CATEGORY AGENGY ACREAGE OPE?E%—LY UtquFE’:EU USED USED OPTas_ad Jg&
PROJECT :
OPERATION AREAS COE 170 o 0
NECREATION AREAS COoE 10 Y
' VT. 100 100 0
ATIGATION AREAS i
;
ENVIRONMENTALLY /
SENSITIVE AREAS
MULTIPLE RESOURCH]
MANAGEMENT COE 467 467 0
113 " -
VT. 411 411 0
ki
EASEMENT AREAS | VARIOUS 1 1 0
COE 205 205
WATER AREAS VT. 100 100 0
OHER AREAS
Y DATE 15,
OATE
PLANS AP ED o PLANS APPROVED REVISED VISITATION DATA
MASTER PLAN : GENCRAL PLAN CURRCNT YEAR | 425,000
9 MAY 62 .
g&ﬂ‘&:'oum' MGt ANNUM MGT PLAN 1981 PaEvious yeait | 515, OOQ
ATIONAL MG 1HEN : _
M /7 ’M— . PREVIOUS YAk 3[‘0,500
4w PLCTOIR (Stgetaistat ¢, (3] el f RO DATC Aféo " W20
JAN SZWED Yo Sguedt OGACZYK, CH,KEAL ESTATE DIR.| 11/23/90

'ENG FORM 3871,

Jun 88

H-E2 AUES BRG HON

f N 7
:;Ju?llm AT T

wrsl 8
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yd " REPORT ON UTIIZATION OF CIViL WORKS L ANDS ANO FACWITIES
// _ HESUME' OF PROJECT OUTGRANTS ]
/ lq e . NUMBER ACHEAGE QUIGHANT Ty NUMBER ACHEAGE
;'J. L TURE :
| R 2| s
UUMMERG
RECRERTION RECREATION
FISH & WILDLIFE RIGH1 OF WAY & 141
GRAZING SHORCLINEG
USE PEAMITS
OTHER
MINERALS INFO. PLAZA i e
'F:;RiVATE ONICR
CoREATION CLVIL DEF, ¥ -

7. pROJECT CONTRAG- [HRECT 8. EXECUTIVE ORDER 19 INSPECTION
STAFEING | comes TOR OUTGRANT | PARTY OTHER KSUFPVEYE %m} HISTORCY {8:1:})
PERMANENT 4 - - INITIAL SPECTION 3 Aug 89
SEASONAL 0 1 RE-SURVEY PREVIOUS 20 Sep 88
FEMPORARY 4 2 - RE SURVEY PREVIOUS 30 Sep 86

20, DATA FOR MOBILIZATION
WESTOVER
DISTANGE TO MAJOR MIUTARY INSTALLATIONS (Miles) app. 120 lesumaien numMeen OF Bivouac SITES 58
TYPE AGCESS - (1) RAILAOAD, (2) AR, 3 4 et A A peALAra
(3} SURFACE HIGHWAY, (4} INTERSTATE » NUMBER OF CLASS A CAMPSITES
Y SRYSTEMS - [
lmL ‘LECTR‘C(.““F&TERES;ZEESE\NER' 3 N 4 NUMBER OF CLASS B CAMPSITES
A D AMOUNT OF TIMBER (Bd. ft.} 1,582,250 NUMBER OF PRIMITIVE CAMPSITES 58
/
2% i RESUME' OF PROJECT BUIILDINGS AND EXTENT OF USE
oG s
o DESIGNATION OR TYPE SOUARE FT. ean cosT o REMARKS
) : -
0l HDQRS BUILDING 2,224 1961 30,000 1007
' 02 | OPERATORS GARAGE 260 1961 2,000 " AT DAMSITE
.' 03 STORAGE SHED 900 1976 7,623 " AT DAMSI.TE VINYL SIDING
04 | STORAGE SHED 200 1972 500 " AT DAM  WOOD
, :
« 05 STORAGE SHED 860 1961 30,000 " AT DAM METAL
06 STORAGE SHED 1,200 1980 1,000 " AT DAM WoOoD
Q7 COMFORT STATION 188 1961 5,000 " AT DAM
QB COMFORT STATION 362 1979 40,361 " AT COE REC. AREA.
* 09} COMFORT STATION 726 " AT STATE AREA
! STATE CARETAKERS ‘
10 QUARTERS 1,080 {1961 | 18,000 " " v
111 "TORAGE 3,340 11957 1,200 " " v
\;-k PICNIC SHELTER 1,320 89 22,459 " AT COE REC AREA
131 PICNIC SHELTER 720 8¢g 15,799 " AT COE REC AREA




North Hartland Lake, VT

Report on Utilization of Civil Works Lands and Facilities Narrative

Numbers in the following items are "estimated":

R = s
. v .

1
1

17.

POOL DATA: Acres Above and Acres Below

PROJECT DATA: Total Mileage of Boundary - Easement

ALLOCATION OF LAND AND. WATER AREAS: A1l of the Acreage
Figures ‘

PROJECT STAFFING - Figures are for the N. Hartland-Union Village Complex

DISTRIBUTION:
P&C Dir {Orig)

Oper Dir
BM/UCRB

PM/North Hartland

R.E. Dir
Conv Dir



AN

T OR PROJECT AND LOCATION

B R - INST DISTRICT Tt
REF OF COMPLIANCE INSPECTION - OUTGRANTS N. ‘land Lake New England Division
N. . _.land, VT | ‘
. TR GO}\‘P.NI ‘
TYPE OF INSTRAUMENT CONTAACT NUMBER GRANTEE PURPOSE RECOMMES,
FROM TO YES K
License DACW33-3-72~4 Central Vermont Pub Right to trim & anchor 1 Aug 71 31 Jul 91 X
Serv Corp guys for poles 116 & 117
near Tr A-106
Easement DACW33-2-73-26 Town of Hartland RW for drainage ditch 27 Oct 72 26 Oct 22 X
(Harlow Brook at Clay
Hill Rd)
License DAL19-016—-. Town of North Hartland |Use of Control Tower for 7 Feb 63 Indefinite X
CIVENG-63-177 Civil Defense purpose
Lease DA19-016- St of Vermont Pub Park |Rec, Fish & Wildlife 1 June 90 31 May 2013 X
CIVENG-66-131 and Rec, Fish & (al2 A) '
SA No. 2 Wildlife & Foraest Mgmt. ~.
Easement DACW33-2~79-38 State of Vermont Sloping easement por 22 Jan 79 Indefinite X
' tr B-200 (0.44)
License DACW33~3-83-44 | Quechee Chamber of Pub Park & Rec 1 Mar 83 28 Feb 93 X
Commerce
Easement DACW33;2—85—39 State of Vermont Perp ROW (1.02A) 26 Sep 85 Indefinite X
Easement* DACW33-3-87-40 | George Wood ROW 127'x53° 20 Jul 87 19 Jul 92 X
* This property may have been sold to|Mrs. Wood

The oulgrants lisled above have been visually inspecled and noted particularly as lo
and lor any unaulhorized use, transier or assignment of interest. The graniees are co
no correclive action recarnmended (cases shown as recommending corrective aclion,

mainienance, repair, condition of proparty, utilization. additions or alleratrons,
mplying with the lerms of the respective insiruments in all cases which show
indicale noncompliance in some respects, and a separate report on ENG Form 3131

SIGNATURAE OF INSPECTOR

am Sedl

JAN SZWED .

INSPECTED WITH (H Apphicabie)

NAME
MARK ROSENTHAL

TITLE

Acting Park Manager

TELEPHONE MO
802-295-2855

MY EOERY 20N ks Q7
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PROJECT PLAN
-~ FOR RECREATION
RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

NORTH HARTLAND LAKE

HARTLAND AND HARTFORD, VERMONT

DESIGN MEMORANDUM

1981

‘US Army Corps
of Engineers

New England Division
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NORTH HARTLAND LAKE

HARTLAND AND HARTFORD, VERMONT

FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN

MASTER PLAN APPENDIX B
AND

FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT PLAN

MASTTHR PLAN APPENDIX D

Department of the Army
New England Division, Corps of Engineers
Operations Division
Waltham, Massachusetts 12254

September 1982



REPORT ON UTILIZATION OF CIVIL WORKS LANDS AND FACILITIES

(FT 105 1 12)

LAVISION

New England Division

DISTRICT

N/A

INSPECTION DATE

23 AUt 90

PROJECT o FACILITY MAME and LOCATION
Union Village Dam, Union Village, VT

3 VROJECT AUTHORZATION
Flovod Control Act of 1936

1. TYPE OF PROJGCT {Describe)
Flood Control

4. ACOUISITION CRITERW

Pre-Eisenhower Policy

5. TYPE OF BUILDING SPACE

[F orrce

X] sv

D GOVERNMENT QUARTERS D OTHER {Specily)

ORAGE

D PUBLIC USE

& TOTAL gux;_ SPACE-CORPS
999
3

TOTAL BL %G SPACE-OTHER

15g i)

1537 Fif

D YES (It YES, Explamn in Narrative Text of Report)

7. ARE THERE ANY ENCROACHMENTS OR OTHER UNAUTHORIZED LISES?

X o

[ ves

2. 1S BUILDING SPACE EFFCCTIVELY USET™

NO (i NO . Explam in Recest)

9, POOL DATA [0 LAND GATA 11, PROJECT PATA
ACRES ACRES DATE PLAGED
EL&@J&C"N ABOvE BEng ACREAGE | ACQUIRED | DISPOSED CURRENT | DAL o June 1950
MINAUM FEE TOTAL MILEAGE OF BOUNDARY
AY
(422 1 939 40 1292 313 975 rce 1404 pasement 0.4 EST,
WINTER ;) EASEMENT % O BOUNDARY MONUMENTED
440 1 929 50 4 —— 4 FEE 99,0  EASEMENT 0
SUMMER > AIVERDED UNUSED OR EXCESS BUILDINGS rvEs
- L
424 i 939 40 D YES NG in Raporll)w;a
FLOOD OITHER EXCESS LANDS VS Expl
ftf . Explar-
- 564 239 740 YES NO in Raport)
12, ALLOCATION OF LAND AND WATER AREAS 13. UTILIZATION CLASSIFICATION - ACRES
OPERATING NOT VER NOT PUT T
. CATEGORY AGENGY ACREAGE OP{S’?EQ)LLY Uurgc*):%n USED SsEED ORTIMUR? (S
PROJECT
OPERATION AREAS COE 100 100 0
RECREATION AREAS COE 12 12 0
LIGATION AREAS ,
ENVIRONMENTALLY K4
SENSITIVE AREAS
MULTIPLE RESOURCEH]
MANAGEMENT COE 767 767 0
H
CASEMENT AREAS | VARIOUS 56 56 0
WATER AREAS COE 40 40 0
OTHER AREAS
14, DATE DATE 15.
DATE DATE A :
PLANS APPROVED HEVISED PLANS APPROVED REVISED VISITAYION DATA
MASTER PLAN MAR 1980 GENERAL PLAN CURRLNT YCAR 116 s 200
OPERANONAL MGT TANNUA MGT 11AN PHEVIOUS YEATT
PLAN (I} ANNUAL MG v 134,000
ANONATL MGT rthih PREVIOUS YEAR
i) PR ) SVIOU 139,500
e ECTOR (Signstisnn APPRC) Shyof of RE ) DATE A08s) L2

IAN SZWED e Tyed

R

CZY

-3

REAL ESTATE DI]

A3

ENG FORM 3871, Jun 88

HENT AGES FRG 1-();{{,«5 _kZI i an)%ln Jnn firy

\=4
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- . ) .
- . REPQRT ON UTILIZATION OF CIVIL WORKS LANDS AND FACILITIES
16, RESUME _OF PROJECT GUTGRANTS
GRANT TYPE - NUMBER ACHEAGE OUIGRANT TYHE NUMHER AGHEAGE
"RICULTURE ‘ . ' PUBLIC PARK &
. RECHREAVION .
COMMERCIAL '
RECREATION A
FISH & WILDLIFE FIGHT .OF WAY 3 4.03
GRAZING SHORELINE
i 47 USE PERMN S
MINERALS OTHER
BEAUTIFICATION 3 -
PRIVATE ONIrR )
RAECREATION 3 5
7. pROJECT CONTRAC- DIRECT THIRD 18. EXECUTIVE ORDER 19. INSPECTION
STAFFING CORPS TOR QUTGRANT PARTY OTHER SURVEYS (Daso) - HISTORY (Dates)
PERMANENT : £ ASY
4 INTIAL July 88fmspecrion | 4 Aug B89
SEASONAL _ AE-SURVEY PREVIOUS 7 Jul 88
TEMPORARY 4 1 RE SURVEY PREVIOUS 26 Sep 86
20, ' - DATA FOR MOSILIZATION
DISTANCE TO MAJOR MILITARY INSTALLATIONS {Miles) 120 ESTIMATED NUMBER OF BIVOUAC SITES 0
TYPE AGCESS - {1) RAILROAD, {2) AR, : !
* 7 (3) SURFAGE HIGHWAY, (4} INTERSTATE 3,4 NUMBER OF CLASS A CAMPSITES
UT)LIETY SYSTEMS - {1) WATER, {2) SEWER, . ,
3 ELECTRIC, 4) O {5) GAS 3,4 NUMBER OF CLASS B CAMPSITES
NUMBER OF PRI PSITES
| MATED AMOUNT OF TIMBER (Bd. f1.} 7,140,32 Bl Y MITIVE CAM
2t RESUME' OF PROJECT BUILDINGS AND EXTENT OF USE
BLOG - -
o DESIGNATION OR TYPE SQUARE FT. ! cosT ol REMARKS
) ~ ;
0l Headquarters Building 2,240 1951 16,888 1007
3 1]
‘02 | Operators Garage 484
1 "
. 03 Storage Shed 315
04 | Explosive Storage 300 "
t
«05 | Garage 300 n Alvminum Siling
. ' n Re¢. area at entrance
06 | Comfort Station : 360 to dam
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Union Yillage Dam, VT

Report on Utilization of Civil Works Lands and Facilities
Narrative, 3 October 1990

Numbers in the following items are "estimated":

9. POOL DATA: acres Above and Acres Below

1. PROJECT DATE: Total Mileage of Boundary - Easement

12. ALLOCATION OF LAND AND WATER AREAS: All of the
Acreage Figures

17. PROJECT STAFFING: Figures are for the N. Hartland -

Union Village Complex

" DISTRIBUTION:
P&C Dir (Orig)

Oper Dir
BM/UCRB
PM/Union Village
R.E. Dir
Conv Dir



'REPORT OF COMPLIANCE INSPECTION - OUTGRANTS

INSTALLATION OR PROJFCT AND LOCATION
Union Village Dam

Union Village, VT

DISTIICY

New England Division

[RES R TR N O

3 Oct 90 .

CORRECTIVE
¢}

TEAM ACTION
TYPE OF INSTRUMENY CONTRACT NUMBER GRANTEE PURPOSE AECOMMENDED
FROM 10 " YES NO
*Easement DA-19-016 Central Vermont Public | R/W for imstall. & ~29 Apr 52 |28 Apr 02 X
CIVENG~16]) Service Company Maint., elec light '
poles (0.73A)
Lease “ DACW33-1-90-28 }Francis G. Clark Pasture, grazing, hay 22 May 90 |21 May 95 X
' ' Portion Tr 17 (474)
Easement DA-19-016- Jay E. Hanna, et al 30 fr. road R/W 22 Sep 49 {Perpetual X
CIVENG-159 ‘ (Tracts 42 and 43)
Lease DACW33-1-72-53 Edward LaMontagne Sprin Efr %% er 23 May 71 22 May 91
rac 0.
Easement W-19-016~ Town of, Thetford, Vt R/W for road (3.34) 29 Jun 50 Perpetual
CIVENG-2628 . ,
License DACW33-3-67-54 |Town of Thetford, Vt Use of intake structures 28 Oct 66 Indefinite X
' as fallout shelter
Letter Permit * Dtd 6 Dec 68 Bernard Fifield Beautification Tr 54 6 Dec 68 indefinite X
Lettexr Permit Dtd 21 Jul 75 Elizabeth Gurlitz Beautification 21 Jul 75. Indefinite X
Tracts 61 & 63
Letter Permit Dtd 22 Qct 68 |Margaret Schart Beautrification Tract 63| 22 Oct 68 |Indefinite X
License 7 DACW33-3-86-20 [Wm. G. B. Graham 5 4 on Tr 40 10 Aug 86 | 9 Aug 91 X
Lake Rd., Charloctte VT
|

The culgrants listed above have been visually inspectad and noled particularly as lo maintenance, repair, condition of property, ulilization, additions or alterations,

and {or any unauthorized use, ransiar or assignment of intorest, The grantess ar
no corraclive action recormmendad (cases shown as recommending Correclive ac

1s gltached).

& complying with the lerms of the respactive insiruments in all cases which show
tion, indicate noncompliance in some respects. and a saparata report on ENG Form 3131

i tor

SIGNATURE OF INSPECTOR

. JAN SZWED %%55“*«

INSPECTED WITH (# Apphcatie)

NAME
MARK ROSENTHAL

TITLE
Acting Park Manager -

T EPHONE NC

549-1606
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ABSTRACT

A cultural resource reconnaissance was conducted during the fall of
1985 at Union Village Dam as one of a continuing series of studies
intended to identify cultural resources within properties owned by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England Division., This study
partially fulfills the Division's responsibilities under Section 206 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended. Major aspects of
this study are described below.

As conservation archaeology constitutes much of the archaeological
research presently being conducted, it is essential that research should
not only provide the Corps of Engineers with information relevant to its
management neéeds but ic should also provide information relative to
disciplinary goals. This cultural resource management study for Union
Village Dam is structured in such a way that both goals are addressed.

The strategy followed for developing the archaeological context of
the Union Village Dam project area has two major components, one for
prehistoric and one for historic sites. For the prehistoric period,
general inferences are drawn from the existing archaeological data from
southern and eastern Vermont in order to suggest how prehistoriec
settlement patterns may have changed during the past 10-12,000 years.

In addition, we suggest how different approaches to food collection may
have determined the types of sites produced by groups in the past. Such
patterns should help us to understand the archaeclogical potential of
the project area, This background study, however, 1s designed to
indicate only the kinds and densities of sites one might expect to find,
not to predict the specific locatien of one or more sites. For the
historic period, an evolutionary appreoach, based primarily on the
demographic and economic development of Thetford, is adopted to identify
and assess the potential significance of farmsteads and industrial or
commercial sites.

In order to meet the goals of this study, several distinct types of
information have been collected, evaluated and synthesized. OQur
assessment involves both a background and field component. A principal
component of the general settlement and subsistence models which are
developed is the environmental framework within which the known
archaeological data are partially integrated. Therefore, a basic
environmental perspective is presented, which includes discussions of
the Ompompanoosuc Wwatershed's physiography, geomorphology, bedrock
geology, and post-Pleistocene changes in the region's floral and faunal
communities and climate., These data provide a baseline for judging the
general prehistoric and historic resource potential for this area of
Vermont. Discussions follow which present s hypothetical framework for
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model ing past subsistence practices and settlement patterns. These are
used to suggest the types and density of archaeological sites which are
likely to be encountered in the Union Village Dam project area.

The section of this report which deals with a reconnaissance level

. field evaluation is introduced by a general discussion of archaeological

site survey. It deals with both sampling approaches and sampling
methods., This section is intended to help COE personnel and others
understand what archaeologists do and how they go about doing it.

The specific sampling scheme related to prehistoric sites at Union
Village Dam is then addressed, As the amount of field time was limited,
attention was focused on answering four guestions: Are there any
prehistoric sites within the project area which can be immediately
identified? What is the archaeological potential of designated
recreation areas? What portions of the project area have no
archaeological potential due to past construction activities, etc.? fre
there portions of the project area which warrant further testing in
order to locate prehistoric sites? Field methodology involved the use
of small test pits, a soil tube sampler to evaluate soil profiles, amd
backhoe trenches in areas of heavy siltation. Field evaluations for
historic period sites involved locating, describing and recording the
general condition and structural features present at most site areas., A
standard data record form for each historic site is used to summari:ze
all available information.

No definite prehistoric sites have been identified. One possible
site was identified on a high terrace (Test Area UA) on the east side of
the river overlooking the valley. A second possible site was identified
on the floodplain along the West Branch in a backhoe trench (Trench 6).
In both instances, further work is needed to confirm the existence of
gach site. Forty historic period sites were identified from the
background studies. Seven of these sites have been completely
destroyed. Seven, mostly bridges, have no below ground archaeological
component; one is listed on the National Register of Historic Places,
Two sites have been partly destroyed as a result of road construction or
gravel removal, while cne site is part of a larger farm complex outside
COE property. Of the twenty-three remaining sites, further site
evaluation involving documentary research, additional informant
interviews and field testing will be reguired before a determination can

be made as to whether they are eligible for inclusion on the National
Register,

The management section of this report outlines a number of issues
which the New England Division of the Corps of Engineers should consider
with respect to the cultural resources under its jurisdiction in the
Union Village Dam project area. For the most part, we believe that
current management practices are adequately protecting existing
archaeclogical resources., Possible exceptions are noted. Management

ii
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issues are addressed which relate to the maintenance of the winter pool,
flood control operations, visitor use, agricultural leasing, logging,
sand and gravel removal, Soil stabillization and supplementing an
existing interpretive program. Recommendations are also made for the
implementation of a phased program of field study to complete the
archaeclogical evaluations which are required in order for the Corps to
be in full compliance with the National Historic Preservation ‘Act, as
amended, and related legislation,

1ii
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Conclusions

During this survey, less than a day's time was available to
undertake a sampling program intended to locate prehistoric sites. For

_this reason, attention was focused on answering four immediate

questions. Are there some spots within the project area that are so
attractive that sites could be located immediately? What is the
archaeological potential of specific locales currently used for
recreational purposes? What portions of the project area have been so
heavily disturbed that sites could no longer be found? And finally,
what effects have project operations had on the design and
implementation of any archaecoleogical sampling program?

As a preliminary testing strategy, the most logical approach was to
sample a few areas which seemed to have a relatively high potential for
containing evidence of one or more prehistoric occupations. Level
terraces adjacent to a tributary stream are assumed to have such
potential. One site may have been encountered in Test Area UA, but the
evidence is equivocal and further testing should be conducted before any
conclusion is reached. Prior testing in 1983 using backhoe trenches led
to the identification of a possible site on the floodplain along the
West Branch, about 430 m upstream from its junction with the East Branch
of the Ompompanocosuc. Again, the presence of a cobble and an associated
buried A horizon in Trench 6 opens the possibility that a site exists in
this immediate area, but confirmation is needed. Background research
did not lead to the identification of any recorded prehistoric sites and
local informants are not cognizant of any prehistoric artifacts that
have been found in this portion of the Ompompancosuc valley. Thus, no
clear evidence currently exists that prehistoric sites are located
within the COE project area. ’

During this archaeological review, particular attention was paid to
gathering information about the archaeclogical potential of areas used
on a consistent basis for recreational purposes. There are few such
areas associated with Union Village bam (Figure 11). These include: 1)
a pienic area located on a terrace adjacent to the East Branch, just
upstream from the confluence of the West and East Branch (HS 20); 27 a
small floodplain adjacent to the East Branch used for picnicking
(Terrace E); a parking area, short trail and beach area near the old
woolen mill (HS 40); 4) a small terrace used for parking for the Union
Village Mystery Trail (Terrace P); and 5) a small terrace and sandy
beach used for swimming (Terrace C). Some evaluation of each area's
archaeological potential has been completed. Conclusions and
recommendations are presented in the management section of this report.

By using a combination of intensive background research, interviews
with the project manager (Dick Thresher) and COE ranger (Mark
Rosenthal), and a fairly exteasive walkover of the more accessible
portions of the project area, a number of locales have been identified
which have been so heavily disturbed that they no longer possess any
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At the falls at Thetford Center, three sites have been identified:
an eighteenth-century sawmill (HS 33}, a grist mill (HS 35) and a
blacksmith's shop (HS 32). The other businesses at the falls have been
combined as one site (HS 36) as little specific information is easily
available about numbers of buildings or lengths of occupation. There
may be some limited evidence of the sawmill. A deep cut in the rock may
be a wheelpit and some nearby undulating ground is probably associated
with the foundation of this 1772 mill. A dam, a large SsStone retaining
wall and some obviously disturbed ground represent the grist mill.
There is no surface evidence for the blacksmith shop. Some stone
retaining walls mark the area where other shops and mills may have been
located.

The lasi historic site (HS34) in this area is still standing. 1t
is a Haupt-truss covered bridge which is listed on the National Register
of Historic Places.

Conclusions

Results of the field reconnaissance indicate that surface evidence
remains at over three-fourths of the historic sites in the Union Village
Dam project area (Table 5). Only those sites in primary dam
construction borrow areas or in post-1950 gravel pits have been
destroyed or greatly disturbed. In non-construction areas, where the
Corps removed ,structures, little surface disturbance is evident. There
are also several nineteenth -ceniury mills with strueciuiral remwaipns in
good condition. ‘There are no visible structural remalns ol 12 sites.
Some evidence (structural, topographic, vegetative or artifactual) was
found at 23 sites. Five sites (HS 8, 9, 11, 3% and Hi) were not field
checked.

Results of field observation and documentation indicate that 17 of
the U0 historic sites do not merit subsurface archaeological
investigation. H3 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and U3 have been completely
destroyed; HS 10, 14, 18, 24, 34, 41 and 42 have no below ground
archaeological component; HS 5 and 22 have been at least partly removed
as a result of road construction or gravel removal, Finally, HS 12 is
part of a larger farm complex which lies outside of Corps property.
Although subsurface testing is unwarranted, HS 10, 18, 24, 41 and 42
should be photographed and possibly drawn to scale. HS 34 is already
listed on the National Register of Historic Places. At the remaining
sites, subsurface testing might yield important information about site
size, content and integrity of deposits-wcharacteristics which have a
direct ‘bearing on a site's archaeological significance and its
eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places,
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Plarning Division T o
Basin Hanagement Branch

" S8UBJECT: COKMENTS, Project Ko. 9085,

Mr. Eenneth F. Plumb, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitel Street, N.E.
-Kaghington, DT 20426

Dear Mr, Plumb:
3 | o
This is in reply to the Commission's notice of December 16, 1985
concerning the application for a minor license filed by Mr, Richard
Balagur fqr the propoused hydroelectiric generating facility to be
knprn as the Great Falls Project, FERC Ho. 8085, located on the

Ompompanooguc River in the community of Thetford in Orange County,
Vermont.

The Proposed project rould utilize an existing dam on the

i Owpumpanoosuc River ®mithin the Corps of Engineers Union Village Dam

\ project regervoir. The site is located approximately 2.8 miles
-upstream of the Union Y¥illage flood control dam. The applicant
proposes to construct an intake faeility on the westerly side of the
existing, partially~breached, concrete dam; 2 4.5 foot diameter,
400-foot long penstock leading to a proposed porerhouse which would
contain two turbine-generator units having s total installed oapacity
of 250 Kilowatts (kwx) and a short tallrace at the juncture or the
westerly and middle channelb of the river. The estimated avarage
annual ernergy generation is 1, 450,000 kiloratt-hours.

It is understood that the operation of the project will be
run-of-river and mill not create an imppundment. The propoaed“ﬁ
project structures mould be designed to withstand stress and bouyancy
esused from submersicn during pericds of floed control operatious.

The existing Covered Bridge Dam and its water rights were
purchased by the Federal Government for flood control rights to the
Union Village Dam Flood Control Project. The granting of a liceanse
by FERC wmould obviaste any necessity of a real estate instrument
betreen the applicant and the Corps.

As part of the project application package, the Corps received
and reviewed a report detailing a historical study of the sarmill on
the rRest bank of the proposed project area. 4lthough the applicant

did per{orm some historic and archaeoclogical investigations, the
(‘ Corps nould - recommend further historic and arcﬂ?ologxcal

investigations -be performed in the followring area:
Qe :'r;:’;!. v el



a: Hest bank sarmill, including potential related subsurface
remeing adjoining the visible wheelpit. '
.b:  Prehistoric reconnaissance of areas of moderate to high mite

potential which would be impacted by project construction or
pperation.

©: BPBlacksmith shop area, if impacted by aocese or transmission
lines. -

1

) d: Esst bank mccess area, provided that historic research
indicates potential subsurface historic remains.

By studying documents relesting to mills in the eprea a better
understanding of periods of operations, types, lotation and expected
archaeclogical remzins would be possible and could assist the
applicant in further historic or. archarological investﬁgations.

The proposed project mill not affect existing reservoir
regulation. proceduras #nd will not result in significant loss of
flood control storage at Gnion V¥illage Dam. During final design
stages, the aspplicant {(licensee) should engage in meaningful
- discussions with thie office to ensure the propesed construction
and/or operation activities have g minimal impact upon the
envirpnment within the reservolr area. The Corps reguests thst any
license issued require the licensee to develop and sign a Hemorandum
of sgreement ( HOA) concerning the construction, operation apd °
meintenance of the proposed project with the Mew England Division of
the Corps of Engineers. :

The Ompompanoosuo River bas not been Heclared to be a navigable
water of the Dnited States. The data submitted w®itbh the application
does not clearly indioate ®What work, if any, ®ill be done in the
river and/or wetlands under the license application. If thie project
®ill involve the dischargs of dredged or fill material, either
permanent or temporary into rRater or wetlands aof the United States, a
permit will be required under Section 404 of the Clean Rater Act.
Eorever, the HED Corps of Engineers has issued Regional General
Permit No, 38, which authorizes the discharge of £ill material for

"£411l2 associated with the development or sipansion of hydreelectric
facilities at existing dams or st a nem or existing run—-or-river
projects. It appeare that the project mould meet the criteria
established under thig permit., The applicant should contact the
Regulatory Branch (ATTN; HEDOD-R) of the Mer England Division for
information about the Regional Genersal Permit special and general

" conditions. The tell free number is 1-BOO-343~4789.

Due to the fact that the reservoir is subject to occasional
inundation during floed ovents, it should be understood that the
Corps Will not be responsible for any damage to any equipment or ~
facilities asmsociated mith the hydropowmer project that may result
from regservoir regulation activities. ’
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Subject to the above comments, the U.3. Army Corps of Engineers
has no objection te the issuance of a license for the proposed
project, '

If you have any questions regarding this response, please feel
free to contact Hr. Hichael Eeegan of my staff at (617) 647-B241.

Sinoere;y,

Joseph L, Ignazio
Chief, Planning Division

Copies Furaished:

Hr. Fred E. S8pringer, Director )
Divieion of Project Management Branch
Office of Hydropower Licensing

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Room 208 RB

825 North Capitol Street, N.E..
Rashington, DC 20426

Commander
{' U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
ATTH: DAENR-CRH-Y
Rashington, DC 20314

¥r. Richard Balagur
Box 68, R.F.D.
Thetford Cepter, VT 05075
cc: . Hr. Keegan, 1%12ZN
Hr, Guptill, 112N
Hr. Finegsn, 115N
Operations Div
Impact Ansly Br
BHMB Reading File
Plng Div Files

m—
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UNION VILLAGE DAM

EAST THETFORD, VERMONT
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CENED-ED-GL~-E
Condike/ja/928-4238

MEMORANDUM FOR Director of Operations,
ATTN: Mr. Bruce R, Williams, (CENED-OD-P)

SUBJECT: Transmittal of Analytical Data Report for Union Village
Manhole (6/29/92)

1. Enclosed is the Analytical Data Report for the above project.
A preliminary copy of this report was sent on 23 July 1992.

2. If you have any questions concerning this report, please
direct them to call Mr. Brian Condike at 508-928-4238.

Enclosure RICHARD D. REARDON
Director of Engineering

CF: :

"Mr. Mark D, Rosenthal - N. Hartland Lake (preliminary only)
Mr. Forrest Knowles - 142 (w/encl(unbound copy))

NED Lab - 142 (wo/encl)

GED - 1178 (wo/encl)

Env. Lab (wo/encl)

Engr Dir Files =~ 1125 (wo/encl)

ADVANCE COPY



Radon Results

#1561985 2.30 . {Otter Brook Quarters

#1559268 2.20 ____iMansfield, Gate House

#1562715 2.20 i Union .Viliage Utility Bldg

#1562697 2.10 . | Ball Mountain Gatehouse

#1558269 2.10 Black Rock, Utility Bldg

#1562720 2.10 East Brimfield, Control Tower
#1558255 2.10 Surry Gatehouse

#1562724 2.10 Westville, Gallery #2

#1562049 2.00 Birch Hill, Old Quarters Bagsement
#1562048 2.00 Knightville, Lee House 1st Level
#1562676 2.00 Knightville, WHility Bldg

#1562723 2.00 —» (North Hartiand Gatehouse

#1562708 2.00 : Tully, Gatehouse

#1559265 2.00 > Union Village Duplicate Gatehouse
#1562726 1.90 | Westville, Duplicate, Conirol Tower
#1562658 1.80 , | Hodges, Control Tower

#1562673 1.80 ./ {Otter Brook Utility Bldg

#1558288 1.80 Westville, Control Tower

#1561989 1.70 Buffumville Living Quarters Basement
#1561994 1.70 East Brimiield, Quarters Basement
#1562058 1.60 v (Ball Mountain Quaners Basement
#1562010 1.60 Everett, Botlom of Gate House
#1562023 1.60 Hopkinion, Working level of Gate House
#1559293 1.60 Littleville, Ultility Bldg

#1562701 1.60 =7 _4Union Village Gatehouse

#1562083 1.50 Hop Brook, Confrol Tower

#1569285 1.50 Littieville, Water Supply Tower #2
#16562076 1.50 MacDowell, Basement of Utility Bidg -
#1559290 1.40 Mansfield, Living Quariers
#1562707 1.30 Barre, Gatehouse #1

#1562057 1.30 Blackwaler Old Siorage Building
#1558277 1.30 Tully, Milily Bidg #2

#1562028 .20 Barre, Duplicate of Quarters #1
#1562067 1.20 Colebrook, Control Tower

#1562060 1.20 Westville, Utility Bldg

#1562681 1.10 Barre, Quarlers #2

#1562670 1.10 Birch Hill, Galehouse #1

#1562053 1.10 Hopkinton, Basement of Operator's Quarters
#1562699 1.10 Townshend Utility Bldg

#1562713 1.00 Barre, Gatehouse #2

#1562074 1.00 Biackwater Utility Bldg

#1561996 1.00 Hopkinton, Utility Bidg

#1562685 1.00 Littleville, Duplicate Flood Conirol Tower
#1562687 1.00 Littleville, Flood Control Tower #2
#1562056 1,00 MacDowell, Working Level of Gate House
#1562071 1.00 Thomasion, Utility Bldg

#1562664 0.90 Birch Hill, Gatehouse #2

#1562718 0.90 Buffumvilie, Living Quarters Duplicale
#1562059 0.90 Colebrook, Utilily Bidg
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